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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

(1) Changing Roles and Relationships of Institutions. One of
the most visible of YEDPA's institutional change objectives was to estab-
lish a role for local education agencies in the prime sponsor employment
and training service matrix. In the vast majority of cases studied, theore
has been positive movement. Occasionally there have been quantum leaps in
the degree of collaboration and program sophistication.

Progress has been most noticeable where there had been little or
no pte-YEDPA contact between sponsors and schools. Under YEDPA education
and manpower administrators at least started talking together. But sub-
stantive progress has been hard to estimate because a great deal of energy
was devoted to simply opening communications. The short program year:in
fiscal 1978 dlso encouraged sponsors and schools alike to refrain from
najor changes for the second year. s

In the areas where schools and sponsors had collaborative ar-
rangements predating YEDPA, the new legislation added to what was already
there but also led to attempts to better rationalize program components and
inst{tutional relaticnships.

]

Substantively, the LEA programs are geared mostly to provide
labor market services, including vocational exploration (work experience)
under the auspices of schools. As a rule, these programs do not capitalize
on the unique capacities of schools except to provide services to the
.in-school population. There are a few instances, however, in which schools
have taken steps to establish alternative education programs providing more
than just labor market services for dropouts., GCenerally, though, there is
only limited evidence of institution building in the form of schools adding
staff or providing training to increase the school service cgpacity.

There have been both procedural and substentive sticking points
{n CETA-LEA relations. Time and program continuity are indispensable for
getting past those humps. Experience in areas with longstanding CETA-LEA
relations bears this out, as does the widespread preference among sponsors
to leave their 1978 programs and LEA shares intact for 1979.

The problem with trying, as a matter of federal policy, to get
CETA sponsors to collaborate with non-CETA agencies, such as local schools,
is that the sponsors are the only players under the federal thumb. The
Department of Labor can use the force of statutes and regulations to push
the sponsors into collahorative relationships, but must rely on persuasion
and the creation of credible incentives to get non~-CETA agencies involved.
This has meant that the process by which schools and sponsors have imple-
mented joint activities under YEDPA has been time-consuming and idiosyn-
cratic,
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There has been too little time or incentive for activism on the part
of unfons or private employers. It was hoped that unions would be involved
at least on the youth planning councils. The extent and quality of that
involvement increased somewhat in the second year, but still has been .
limited by the short planning -periods and the perceived powerlessness of
the councils. Furthermore,- to the extent unions have been involved it
usually has been in a ®ole which, by definition, has been most visible when
unions have objected to plans or procedures. Where tore constructive roles
have emerged, involvement has been a function of unfon initiative and not
factors 1inherent in YEDPA, such as involvement in the youth councils.
These other factors have included a longstanding and stable sponsorship, a
degree of commitment among local union officials, and a healthy economy in
which youth workers are not seen to be competing with union members for
Jobs.

In the midst of the federal overtures to the private sector, it
was only natural for the Department of Labor to use YEDPA as one more
vehicle for encouraging involvement by private employers. Involvement of
private emplovers contihues to be the exception, however. That -is not
because of 1 lick of good intentions on the part of prime sponsors. They
share the tederal interest in establishing private sector liaisons because
they feel the quality of private sector work experience i{s better than that
in public or private/nonprofit sector jobs. But good intentious alone are
not enough. Where there Is involvement, it usually is also a product of
good local economic conditions. Frequently, those partnerships also seem
to depend heavily on a trilateral arrangement involving local schools. The
schools are helpful for gaining access to private employers through pre-
vious work-education programs, and lending credibility to sponsor-based
programs.

Althioagh YEDPA administrators hoped the new law would improve
services for wouth at the Jocal level, the Department of Labor did not
intend it to be a "cutting edge for iInstitutional change." Yet prime.
sponsors consistently found it necessary to make internal organizational
alignments in order to case implementation. Program reporting require—
ments, accounting requirements, the project orientation of Some activities,

maintenance of effort requirements, and eligibility requirements, for
" exdmple, all steered sponsors in the direction of isolating the youth
programs from other CETA activities and clients. The fact that admini-
strativ. responsibilities for the youth programs are relatively isolated
from other CETA activities unly reinforces isolat.on of youth initiatives
locally.,

Some of the separation makes sense, especlally where local
schools are becoming involved. But most of it unnecessarily fractures the
CETA organizational and managerial structure and, in the long run, mili-
tates against development of comprehensive services.

()Y Shifts i{n Program Fmphasis. In Implementing YEDPA, the
Department of Labor encouraged sponsors to adapt services, as much as
possible, to meet the developmental needs of youth. At the same time, the
Department Attached a great deal of ioportance to sponsors deveioping
program quality. There have been few cases of sponsors introducing en-
tirely new services under YEDPA. But sponsors are paying more attention to
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sequencing services for youth {n a systematic manner and are putting a
greater emphasis on {mproving the quality of local programs.

Complementary services are frequently being packaged together
more deliberately so that, in addition to working, enrollees also spend
time in career exploration components learning about different occupational
requirements and how labor miarkets work. Sponsors have been slow to at-
tempt program innovation or more sophistication because of the difficulties
of getting basic programs in place.

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the Department o. Labor's
emphasis on program quality was the sponsor reaction that an emphasis on
quality rather than quantity was out of the ordinary for the Department.
Although before YEDPA, a concern with quality .nay have been implicit among
federal administrators and lawmakers, many local administrators, who shared
the concern for {t, did not see a system of {incentives to reward quality
rather than quaantity. Consequently, the new departmental interest was
greeted with some skepticism. That distrust was not entirely unwarranted
when only a few months after the start of the new programs, sponsors were
receiving directives to increase enrollments or lose money. Nevertheless,
in order to better assure the quality of programs, nrime sponsors are
paylng greater attention to developing the quality of work assignments and
supervision, and making more of an effort to evaluate programs.

To a certain extent, the Department 1s backing up its rhetoric
for program quality by making available to prime sponsors discretionary
funds for exemplury programs., But prime sponsors are still held account-
able under the Department’'s performance indicators which, in th$ end, favor
quant {ty not quality, and the regional office representatived’ continue to
be preoccupied with judging performance on the basis of factors reducible
to simple numbers rather than judgmental considerations.

YCUIP is unpopular among local officials because of the diffi~
culties associdted with administering {t. The small absolute size of the
YCCIP grants and the low allowances for non-wage and non-supervisory costs
make it difficult for some sponsors to find program operators. The project
orientation isvlates the projects too much from other CETA services (which
the architects of YCCIP may have intended), while their temporary nature
makes {t hard to staff them with well-qualified supervisors.

(3) Serving Youth Most in Need. Despite the looser eligibility
criteria of YCCIP and YETP relative to other CETA programs, sponsors have
consistently enrolled poor youth in both programs. More than three out of
four are from families with incomes at or below 70 perceat of the BLS lower
living standard. Those youths actudly are enrolled in higher proportions
in YCCIP ¢which has no income eligibility criterion) than YETP. Educators,
as well as sponsor officals, are complaining in some instances, however,
that family {ncome {s not the only predictor of labor market problems.
Some cite cases of "over-income" youth from broken homes and those with
criminal records belng sorely fn need of labor market services but being
ineligible because of family i{ncome.

Although sponsors are singling out groups for special emphasis,

very few arc taking steps to assure such youths are enrolled in any greater
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‘numbers than they would be otherwise. Fewer still are developing services

to meet special needs where certain such tailoring would be appropriate.
This 1is partly because both the Depattment of Labor and sponsors do not
distinguish adequately between significant segments identified by demo-
graphic characteristics and those identified hy need characteristics. The
objective in serving those Jidentified by demographic characteristics is
simply to provide a higher level of services, so there is no need for
differentiating services for them. But significant segments with special
needs are likely candidates for specially adapted services.

Another reason that identification of special needs groups is’
such an empty gesture is that there is little reason for spomsors to do
more. There are no rewards for taking extraordinary steps to enroll es-
pecially troubled vouth, for example, and there are disincentives in the
form of pressure to hold down per-enrollee costs and increase the likeli-
hood of "positive placements.’

Although YCCIP was not restricted to out-of-school youth, it was
hoped the no-frills jobs corcept would appeal most to jobless school
ieavers. In fact, about two-thirds of all enrollees were out-of-school.
But that relatively high enroliment of out-of-school youth does not reflect
a good match between the program design and local needs. There was a
common complaint that youths in the target group~—~jobless high scnool
dropouts—-have some of the most acute problems of all youths and are in
nced of much more than a no~-frills Job. Consequently, sponsors frequently
augmented” YCCIP work experience with counseling, traini-g, and supportive
services. There was also some evidence of YCCIP Jobs going to high school
graduates, rather than dropouts, in areas where job opportunities were
extcemely limited. :

YCCIP has been plagued from the beginning with low enrol lments of
females; they dre outnumbered by males three to one. Part of the imbalance
can be attributed to the fact that male dropouts are more likely to enter
the labor market after leaving school. But a sponsor-ty-sponsor analysis
shows the emphasis on "tangible outputs" in YCCIP projects to be & more
important factor in tilting enrollments towards males. The emphasis favcrs
construction/maintenance/landscaping work, jobs not traditionally filled by
females. At the same time, there are relatively few examples of YCCIP
projects geared to overcome sex stereotyping.

YETP permits more comprehensive services than YCCIP and was
fashioned to provide in-school youth with labor market informatior, career
and job search counseling, and vocational exploration services in addition
to work experience. Most of the youths served are in-school youth. A
surprisingly large number of 14-15 year olds are served under these pro-
grams-—-especially by school-based programs. The philosophy among educators
in these cases 1is that if youth employment programs are to be effective
deterrents to dropping out, they should be aimed at youths in their early
teens. Another presumption is that these younger youths face more limited
Jjob opportunities than older youths.

(4) Youths as More Than Clients. In order to better represent
views of youths 1in policymaking and program administration, prime sponsors
were required to involve youths on planning councils and encouraged to

vi é?



-

involve' them in administering programs. These strategies bave notworked
particularly well. The youth planning councils have not proved to be
ef fective as Independent advocates nor as vehicles for youth fnvolvement.

. They are almost always subordinate to full planning councils and the youths

serving on them have been passive participants at best. To the extent
there is active and*useful participation by youths, it is through al-
ternative means for soliciting and representing youth views.

(5) Knowledge Develogment. YEDPA was envisioned as a provisional
demons tration legislation that, by exploring the nature of youth employwent
problems and testing the different approaches to those problems, wculd

provide a basis for more permanent legislative solutions. Research, eval- .
uations, and demonstration activities--knowledge development, as it is

known i{n the Department of Labor--have been the centerpiece of the federal
role in implementing YEDPA. But the Department has also strongly en-
couvaged prime sponsors to test innovative progrims and document their own
lessons ahout the results. The knowledge development mandate given prime
sponsors, however, lacked direction. The only message that came through
was that local administrators were supposed to do something in the name of
"knowledge development."

The mandate was not well received in fiscal 1978. Frantically
trying to react to every DOL directive, prime sponsor administrators had
I{ttle patlence with a mandate requiring a great deal of eiBught. Never-
theless, mecst did something. Where sponsors already had research’ dnd
evaluation work underway, they repackaged it as knowledge devalopment.
Several attempted elaborate soclal experiments.

The second year produced, in some cases, more deliberate results.
Most spansors that had tried sophisticated projects in the first year
backed off and tried less ambitious, but more manageable projects. The
others chose to continue what they had started in the first year, many with
refinements. Some ratlionalized that more time was needed; others simply
repeated the first year activities to satisfy the Department of Labor,

Knowledge development {s one of the few provisions in CETA open-
ended enough to allow prime spounspors a large degree of discretion. Iron-
fcally, that degree of latitude might be seen as scaring some sponsors who

actually want DOL guidance. But knowledge development provides a poor test.

of what sponsors really do when given a great deal of discretion. Though
there may be intellectual returns that would improve long-term performance,
sponsors dre not given the time required in the short-run to . desiga good
evaluations. FEven {f they were, it is not clear they would be rewarded for
conducting more effective programs. In short, the crisis climate of CETA
admini{stration does not permit time for activities that do not have im-
mediately usable payoffs.

(6) Stretching the Impact of New Resources. Both the Congress
and Department of Labor administrators were concerned that the new YEDPA
resources woild be substituted for other CETA resources previously being
used to serve youth, thereby diminishing the net impact of the new ini-
tiatives. To keep this from happening, the Department of Labor instructed
sponsors to maintain certain previous service levels to youth in addition
to the new YCCIP and YETP services. '

vt
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In the first ‘year and a half of experience undep, YEDPA, there
was, in.fact, a slight decitne in the youth share of non-~YEDPA enrollments.
But the causes were more complex and uncontrollable than a matter of simple
policy decisions to cut nun-YEDPA service to youth. Institutional and
administrative forces as well a e general imstability of the CETA system
caused by large funding reductio were far wore ingtﬂ!ntlal Furthermore,

although service levels to yout® werg reducedliﬁ some cases, . there were-

off-setting 1nstituttoﬁal*‘changes “thdt” enhanced the efficiency of the
delivery of services to yotth. . .

- Generally, tte maintenance of effort mandate was a laudable goal

to consider in implemeuting YEDPA, but.the maintenance of effort pre-

scriptions proved to be arbitrary wechanisms {ll-suited for .implementing
the goal because they failed to cope with the underlying forces .acting on
sponsors’' operations.

(7) Inefficiences of Federal Block Grants. The Congress and Ehe
Department of Labor provided for both "sticks" and "carrots" in YEDPA to

‘assure that the new programs would serve intended federal objectives. The

sticks, in the form of statutes, regulations and departmental directives,
prescribed certain policies and procedures. The carrots, 1 the form of
financial incentive grants for certain ‘extra projects, were meant to in~
fluence local decisionmaking by rewarding some policies and programs over
others.

» _

Sponsors went to some length to demonstrate compliance with
requirements to plan and negotiate agreements, and. represent youth on
planning councils, for example. But since literal compliance rarely as-
sured achieving goals behind those requirements, their net impact depended
heavily on how much the federal priorities agreed with prime sponsor pri-
orities and, if they did, whether sponsors would or could take the extra
steps to serve those priorities, Where there was some agreement, the
"sticks" may have speeded programs and policy development slightly. Where
there was no agreement, the sticks appear to have changed little sub-
stant{vely, but.did create more work for sponsors.

The use of {incentives to encourage, for example, new institu-

“tional linkages or innovative programs, was even less successful. Because

the incentive programs were Introduced at the same time as the formula-
funded programs, there was no real base of youth programming or policies on
which to build. The incentive grants became simply more money for which to

capply and more requirements to neet.

Federal block grant programs ave bound to have inefficiencies in
them with regard to implementing federal objectives, because of competing
state and local priorities. Some prescriptive measures--sticks--dre nec~
essary td give substance to vague federal goals. But {f those goals are
much out of step with state and local agendas, neither sticks nor carrats
assurée conformity. Then too much direction cutting against local pri~
orities or even a moderate amount of policy. guidance provided so quickly
that it strains institutional inertia contributes to a sham compliance
process in which sponsors do not seriously consider.the federal objectives
and the Department of Labor cannot fairly judge how well the directives are
really being followed, :

~ - Ao
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Uncertatnty'abouf funding levels, regulations, and the law itself

fs a distinguishing characteristic of the entire CETA federal/prime sponsor

partnership. Habitual as such uncertainties are, and continue to be under

YEDPA, they still exact an enmormous toll. Changing signals regarding

funding leveld caused sponsors to accelerate enrollments and then back-off

‘gome were forced to' lay  off enrollges amnd staff. Doubts about what
. Congress--would do with WTA reauthorization in the fall of 1978 strained

relations sponsors had newly established with loghl schools. These ractors
have reduced the planning and development time for new programs, and hurt

_the credibility of sponsors with other local ‘aggncies. They have also
created a difficult work climate and seriously undermined prime sponsor ’

staff stability. In ;the eand, they havé almost certainly lessened the

ef fectiveness of the programs.
. - . . C . N

RECOMMENDAT IONS

This 1d-month review of the implementation of the Youth Employ-

ment and Demonstration Projects. Act provides a basis for twd kinds of

recommendations. One kind suggests steps for improving operation of the
Youth Comuunity Conservatfon and Improvement Projects and the Youth Em-
ployment and Training Program. The secomd suggests considerations that
policymskers keep in mind when formulating new youth policies—~an appro-

priate kind of recommendation since YEDPA was intended to be a departure

polut for formulating more comprehensive and effective policies..

Improving Operations of YCCIP and YETP

- |
1.  The Department of Labor ought to take' steps- to counteract the
tendency of prime sponsors to set up youth service gystems separate from

adult scrvice systems. Such steps might {include (a) encouraging inte-

gration of services (this was not emphasized under YEDPA), and (b) relaxing °

requirements for reporting expenditures by activities within titles.

2. A large part of improving CETA programming for youth involves
{{ttle more than ratlonalizing existing services and establishing service
sequences.  This kind of refinement can be just as important as developing
new, sophisticated programs. Because of this, the Department ought. to
of fer mere incentives in the form of discretionary money for management
{nnovations, not .just design innovations. This is already being done on a

large scale through the c&nsolldated youth employment project. Smaller.

scale, locally initiated innovations also ought to be supported.

43- The Department ought to not only encourage sponsors to assess
their own programs, as they are encouraged to do under the knowledge de-
velopment mandate, bLut It should develop a system for rewarding self-
evaluation and, more importantly, rewarding program quality.

4, The Department ought to {dentify and publicize outreach,
intake, and counseling programs that have been effective in increasing
female ¢nrollments in jobs not traditionally held by females. 1In the

"
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meantime. it also ought to relax the eu:phasi.a on YCCIP projects producing

tangible outputs 1in order to permit development of jobs more 1likely to
appeal to female enrollees.-

5. In trying to control substitution of youth monies for CETA
Title II-B (formerly Title I) monies, the Congress and the Department 'of
Labor ought to examine more carefully the underlying factors contributing
to it. Where measures for reducing it are deemed necessary, they should be
better adapted to countering underlying forces rather than simply trying to
cover up symptoms. Reliance on simple numbers to judge compliance ought to
be kept to a minimum., Recognizing that the Department of Labor lacks the
resources to evaluate substitution on a' case~by-case basis, where numerical
guidelines are necessary, they o?ght to be applied permitting a margin of .
flexibility, o ‘

C}nsiderations When Enacting and Implementing New Legiélation

There are more general recommendations that ought to be con-
sidered as new policies are developed.

1. Abrupt versus Incremental Change. YEDPA represented a dga-~

‘matic departure from past federal policies and practices regarding youth

employment and training programs. The fact that the youth programs were
{mplemented is more a testimonial to leadership in the Department of Labor
and heroic local efforts than to an ability to change inherent in the CETA
system. The danger of trying abrupt change again {is that the "policy .
tether" by which the Department of Labor pulls prime sponsors along will
snap, as it may have in the case of the knowledge development mandate. Ip
that case, once national direction was lost, sponsors went off in many
direc;ionq frequently trying to follow A perceived departmental policy
while failing to serve local needs well.

The 1imit8 of effective legislation are determined more by the

" state of the practice of policy and capacity to implement than by limits on

innovative thinking; good 1ideas alone are not enough. In the future
legislation, architects ought to take greater care to assure continuity and
cumulative development 1linking current programs with proposed programs.
The Department of Labor and the CETA system were lucky with YEDPA,

2. Coaxing Collaboration, There is one 1important problem with
federal poliey encouraging institutional collaboration under CETA as YEDPA
does: In the prime sponsor-education relationship, only the CETA prime
sponsor {s accountable to Washington. Even the most forceful federal

"policymakers caunot., convert reluctant unions, schools, local government

agentcies, or private employers to the CETA religion. Furthermore, ‘un-
certainties about the level and availability of funding force local pro-
gramming decisions to be delayed to the last moment. “These conditions make
it extremely difficult for CETA sponsors to develop working partnerships.
Under these conditions, statutes, regulations, and formal’ lines of au~
thority are 1ineffective tools for assuring compliance, Other strategiles
are required. Again, one objective should be to maintain as mué¢h con~
tinuity ‘and stability as possible in prime sponsor operations. Accord-

S = 12



.
-

ingly, Washington policymakers should pay greater attention to the imspacts
that statutes, regulations, and guidance from Washington have on prime
sponsor operations. Besides improving the enviromment in which collabor-
ation takes place, the incentives for could be improved by providing
program.-money for schools (such ds the YETP 22 percent set-aside) and
unfogq, and wage subsidies for private employers.

3. Use of Incuntives. A way to s.rike a compromise between the
notion of serving federal priorities’ through the CETA system and granting
local decisionmakers a degree of discretion in de ping programs and
policies is to employ incentive grants. These 'wofld be grants over and
above formula allocations supported with discretiofdry funds. They would
fund prime sponsor activities in areas designated as
federal government. ‘

The concept of incentive grants is appeariné in certain legis-
lative proposals and is gaining some popularity. If such grants are
adopted, however, lessons from YEDPA implementation dictate two conditions
under which thev should be adopted: (1) Incentive grants ought to be
available only after a program and policy- base is established; this would
mean Iaggind‘implementation of incentive grants by at least a year behind
implementation of the formula programs. (2) There ought to be a ceiling on
the number of Incentive grants and level of incentive funds available to
prime sponsors. This would remove the dollar value of une incentive grant
over another, and make it easier for sponsors to apply for incentive grants
aceordinyg to what their policy priorities are, and not because they wanted
to build up their overall budgets.

4. Targeting Services by Need. Unlike adult employment and

. “training policies, much of youth employment and training policies should be

preventative: preparing youths for work and labor markets in such a way as
to minimize the problems they eancounter there. But, because family income
alone is not likely to be a goud predictor of later labor market problems
for vouths, local adwinistrators should be allowed some discretion in
.determining eligibllity status on the basis of circumstances other than

-~family income, ‘such as of fender status or the presence of children.

*

5. Changing the Emphasis on Program Output. Where the Congress
and Department of Labor specify objectives” in tefmws of program Ttesults
instead of {n terms of certain program designs, Washington policymakers.are
leaving the cholce of means for achieving objectives up to prime sponsors.
But under the current youth programs, there are still instances in which
program "inputs" are specified. The Youth Community Conservation and
Improvement Projects, for example, directs sponsors %o provide meaningful
jobs that produce "tangible outputs,” That kind of specificatior should b
avoided. . , . i

what {is even more damaging, though, -.is inappropriate specifi-

cation of federal objectives, Under the youth programs, as well as other .

CETA programs, federally established performance indicators and legislative
language put a premium on, for example, placements in jobs, tramnsition to
private sector jobs, award of a GED or high school diploma, as well as low
per-enrollee costs. Yet by stressing absolute levels.of achievement and
low enrollee costs, rather than relative gains and low service unit costs,
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federal output objectives steer local programming towards enrollwent and
service delivery patterns towards serving more qualified youth and offering
quick-fix services. Obviously, there is =o simple formula for avoiding
conflicting objectives. But the Congress and the Department of Labor ought
to consider more carefully the likely consequences of their prescriptions.

6. The Other Side of Substitution. The Congress and Department
of Labor have consistently taken strong steps to limit substitution of CETA
funds in general or YEDPA funds in particular for funds that would other-
wise be available. Yet, in the attempts to control substitution--maintain
previous levels of effort--policymakers have neglected to study the reasons
for substitution or the off-settinz "benefits" of substitution. Simply
put, (1) substitution of new funds for old funds is not always a matter of
deliberate choice and, (2) substitution can buy useful changes.

The Congress and Department of Labor ought to consider carefully
the likely implications of maintenance of effort provisions and their
enforcement. Such provisions ought to be evaluated to determine what
forces they may be trying to counter, what changes {other than substitu-
tion) they are likely to prevent, whether specific tradeoffs are attainable
by adopting something other than absolute proscriptions on substitutionm,
and how feasible it is to enforce them.
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FOREWORD

The Youth Employment and Demomstration Projects Act, signed into
law August 5, 1977, marked the start of a concerted attack on the problems
of youth unemployment. The law, which was left largely untouched in the
1978 Comprehensive Employment and Training Act amendments and, for the bulk

of its efforts, looked to the CETA local government sponsor system, intro-

duces several departures from other CETA planning and implementation proec-
esses.

Four programs were authorized under YEDPA. Three were created
under the Youth Employment Demoastration Program, now under Title IV,
Part A of the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. The Young Adult
Conservation Corps is authorized under Title VIII.

The Youth Employment Demonstration Program suthorizes 3 programs .. .

to be operated by state and local prime sponsors established under the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act. The purpose of the program is
to provide employment opportunities and employment support services, and to
test the relative effectiveness of alternative remedies to youth employment
problems. The Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects are being sup-
ported in a limited number of prime sponsorships chosen in a nation-wide
competition held late in 1977. The central purpose of the projects is to
test whether guaranteeing jobs for 16-19 year old economically disadvan-
taged youths encourages those in school to stay, and those out of school,
to return. Seven prime sponsors selected by the Department of Labor are

, testing this notion with saturation projects. Ten other prime sponsors are

operating smaller projects, that do not necessarily guarantee jobs, but
instead test specific innovative ideas. The Youth Community Conservation
and Improvement Projects (YCCIP) are supported by formula sllocations to
all prime sponsors to provide job opportunities for unemployed youths,
16-19 years old, doing well-supervised work with tangible outputs that are
of benefi{t to the community. Although these projects are not reserved for
economically disadvantaged youth, prime sponsors are encouraged to give
them special emphasis in selecting participants. The Youth Fmp loyment and
Training Program (YETP), also formula-funded, is designed to provide a full
range of work experience and employability development services for youths.
The services are supposed to be targeted for disadvantaged 16-21 year old
youths-—both in-school and out-of-schoole~and unemployed or underemployed.
Under certain provisions, some 14 and 15 year old youths may participate,
-ag wall as some non-disadvantaged youth. Prime sponsor programs under this
subpart are expected to link with local education agencies, so that the
base of resources for youths cém be broadened, -and so, perhaps, some of
those resources can be bettear coordinated. In addition to the YCCIP and
YETP funds allocated by formula, there are discretionary monies. They
constitute about 20 percent of the total funds available under YCCIP and
YETP and support research and special demonstration projects. The Young
Adult Conservation Corps provides jobs and some supportive services to
unemployed youth who can be engaged in doing needed conservation work on
public lands around the country. These activities are conducted under the
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authority of a tri-partite agreement among the U.S. Departmeats of Labor,
Agriculture and Interior.

YEDPA was funded at a level of $1 billion for its first year.
Due to implementation lags, actual spending was only half that: $139 mil-
lion for the Young Adult Conservation Corps, $32 million for the Youth
Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects, $60 million for the Youth Community
Conservation and Improvement Projects and $294 million for the Youth Em-
ployment and Training Program. Spending in fiscal 1979 rose to $735 mil-
lion., . ) |

Methodologz

In order to evaluate YEDPA implementation, the Council adopted a
case study approach. Ten case studies were prejared for a series of four
reports by knowledgeable observers. Each case study has examined three to
five prime sponsor areas, covering a total of 37 prime sponsorships in 12
states. The sample was chosen, not as a random one, but to represent a
cross-section of. important prime sponsoy characteristics. ~The selection
purposefully focuses on clusters of sponsors to permit analysis of common
patterns and varlations among them.

Youth and the Local Employment Agenda is the fourth and final
report describing and analyzing local experience implementing YEDPA from
late Fall 1977 to Spring 1979. The full report consists of this overview
and 10 case studies prepared by the following Field Associates.

PETER S. BARTH Connecticut - City of Waterbury
Professor of Economics Hartford Consortium
University of Connecticut Connecticut Balance of State
VERNON M. BRIGGS, JR. Texas - Coastal Bend Manpower
Professor of Economics Consortium
Coroell University City and County of El Paso
New Mexico - City of Albuquergue and
County of Bernalillo
PETER KOBRAK Michigan ~ Grand Rapids Ares
Associate Professoc of Kalamazoo Coul‘ty
Political Science Muskegon/Oceana Conaortius
Western Michigan Universicy Lansing Tri-County Regionsl

Manpower Consortius
City of Detroit

CRETCHEN E. MACLACHLAN Georgia - City of Atlanta
Rensarch Associate DeKald County
Southern Center fof Studies Cobb County
. in Public Policy Northeast Georgias Balance
Clark College of Sctate
PAUL OSTERMAN Masgachuserts - City of Boston
Assistant Professor of Worcester Consortiun
Econonics Bastern Middiesex Consortius

Boston University
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RANDALL B. RIMLEY Ohto - Clark County

Profeasor of Political Columbus/Franklin County
Science - Congort fum
Ohio Stats University Creone Cuunty
NYRON ROOMKIN Illinoss - City of Chicage
Associate Professor of Balance of Cook Councy
Ioduscrial Relations Raockford Cousortiva
Northwestern Unlversficy
R. C. sMITH North Carolina - City of Charlotte
NDC, 1lmc. City of Durham
Alasance County
North Carolina Balance of
State
BONNIE SNEDEKER Washington - Kitsap County
Osoro and Assocliates Oregon - Lane County

City of Portland
Oregon Balance of State

JOHN J. WALSH ' California « City of San Francisco
City of Oakland
Marin County
Santa Clara/San Jose County
Sonoma County

The overview synthesizes findings in the case studies, identiffes----———
major themes running through them and presents an analysis of the diversity

of experiences reflected in them. it does not pretend to capture the

wealth of information and detail in the individual case studies.

Copies of the full report can be obtained from the Office of
Policy, Evaluation and Research in the Employmént and Training Admini-
stration, U.S. Department of Labor.

In keeping with Department of Labor policy, the associates and
project director working on this project were encougaged to express their
views. The views do not necessarily reflect those of the Department of
Labor, the National Council on Employment Policy, or any of the prime
sponsors studied. ‘

Rupert Evans, Marcia Freedman, and Garth Mangum, members of the
Youth Evaluation Project Committee of the National Council on Employment
Policy, have reviewed the research design and findings, and have monitored
progress of this evaluation through the four reports. The Field Associates
and T thank them for their assistance. We also thank the many Department
of Labor, CETA prime sponsor, local school, and community-based organi-
zation staff who cooperated with us in the course of this evaluation. I
thank the Field Associates and members of the NCEP Youth Evaluation Project
Committee who reviewed an early draft of the overview, and John Walsh who
helped edit the final round of case studies and summarize their findings
for the overview, I also thank Nancy Kiefer who helped edit and prepare
the overview and case studies for pudblication, -and Cathy Glasgow, who - -- ——
assisted her. 1 assume responsibility for the contents of the overview.

7/

% Gregory Wurzburg
Eaia Project Director - VT
B . January 2, 1980 . o
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Acronyms and Abbreviations ' RS

2

BLS - Bureau of Labor Statistics

CBO - Community-Based Organization

CETA -~ Comprehensive Employment and Training Act

DOL - Department of Labor

ES - Employment Service B

ESEA - Elementary and Secondary Education Act

ETA - Employment and Training Administration

HEW -~ Department of Health, Education and

‘ Welfare
LEA - Local Education Agency
B ) mbﬁﬁ “ - Office of Manageﬁentmgna-BﬁdgeE _ - T

oYP - ‘Office of Youth Programs

SPEDY - Summer Program for Economically Disadvantaged
Youth .

Voc Ed - Vocational Education

YACC " = Young Adult Conservation Corps

YCCIP - Youth Community Comservation and Improveément
Projects

YEDPA - Youth Employmenf and Demonstration Projects
Act

YETP ~ Youth Employment and Training Program

YIEPP * = Youth Incentive Entitlement Pilot Project




. PREFACE

Assessing Implementation of YEDPA

YEDPA is not maintenance legislation designed to sustain existing N
policies and service levels. More than anything else, it is legislation N
intended to produce change. The purpose of the changes has been to ra- ‘
— tionalize service systems and better articulate the relationships between
institutions that are in a position to improve the abilities of youth to
function effectively in job markets for the purpose of providing more
comprehensive. and higher quality services than have been provided in the
past.

Over the short-run YEDPA's objectives have been to change the
ingredients that have gone into the solution for curing employment problems
among youth. Over the long-run it is hoped that if those changes are
indeed put in place, youths will have a better time of it in labor market ;.

In overseeing implementation oF YEDPA; “the Department— of -Laber - - ——-——
has putsued five principal operational objectives. It has utilized YEDPA
as a vehicle to (1) induce changes in institutional relationships between
state and local prime sponsors and other agencies and private sector in«-
terests; (2) upgrade the employment and training service offered by prime
sponsors; (3) focus services on youth most in need; (4) give youth a voice
in program planning, design, and operations; and (5) encourage sponsors to
test innovative programs and more generally evaluate program results. In
pursuing these objectives, the Department has also tried to maximize the
impact of YEDPA resources by preventing, as much as possible, substitution
of the new resources for other resources previously committed to serving
youths.

The Department of Labor's agenda reflects in large part the
impatience of the Congress with youth unemployment problems and hopes for
quick results. But the expectations in Washington have been too high, as
they have with other initiatives under the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act. There has been a lack of sensitivity to normal imple-
mentation lags and too little attention paid to diagnosing the reasons
sponsors have had difficulties meeting some of the objectives.

This evaluation 1is an attempt to determine how realistic the
objectives have been and to get some grasp of whether and how well YEDPA's
formula-funded programs have met the short-run change objectives. It does
not measure the impact of YEDPA services m youth clients: those kinds of
assessments must wait. But it does provide some basis for determining what
programmatic and institutional features are in place and may be responsible
for the impacts--or ibsence of impacts--when they are subsequently meas-
ured.

s
PR LAAREES



The report is organized to address each objective individually
and discuss the prime sponsors’' experience following the Department's cues.
A final section evaluates the effectiveness of the various strategies
utilized in the formulation and implementarion of YEDPA, for stimulating
change at tue prime sponsor level. )



CHANGING THE ROLES AND RELATIONSHIPS OF INSTITUTIONS

The First Priority: Involving Schools

For years, education and employment and training institutions
have coexisted at the local level. Since their client populations are not
mutually exclusive, there has been considerable overlap in the populations
the two institutions have served and the services that have been provided.
In some cases, the overlap has produced productive partnerships and
specific strategies for developing complementary services. More fre~
quently, the overlap h: s produced competition over turf and occasional
charges and countercharges of institutional failure and incompetence., The

result has oeen a collective inability to serve some youths adequately.

When proposals for a youth employment and training initiative
were being considered in 1977, it was natural for the architects to con-
sider building in provisions to push education and manpower together. The
main emphasis was on employment and training programs for youth and the
fact that a large proportion of the intended clients was in 3chool made the
matter of some deliberate strategy for linking CETA and schools imperative.

Both the Youth Community Conservation and Improvement Projects
(YCCIP) and "the Youth Employment and Training Program (YETP), the two

- formula=funded programs .administered by prime sponsors, stress the im-

portance of tying YEDPA activities into education. As one of its secondary
objectives, YCCIP encourages sponsors to work with schools to obtain
academic credit for competencies that YCCIP enrollees gain while on the
job., But, for YETP, linking CETA and education is the single most im-~
portant program objective. Furthermore, unlike YCCIP and earlier CETA
mandates for cooperation between prime sponsors and other local agents,
YETP provides a specific mechanism for bringing the two systems together.
A minimum of 22 percent of each sponsor's YETP allocation is reserved to
be administered under the terms of a joint agreement between each sponsor
and the local education agency (agencies).

Experiences of schools and sponsors in fiscal 1978 showed a mixed
record of collaboration. In virtually all prime sponsorships, there was
some progress towards more joint planning and coordinated programming.

-Sometimes the 22 percent was a timely prod that encouraged giant leaps

forward. More frequently, {t spurred modest, but positive, steps in the
rigﬁ ‘direction along a very long road. Although it appeared that the 22
percent . set-aside was serving as an effective incentive to collaboration,
more than- . incentives were needed to make joint activities frultful. Ad-
ministrative-differences between the two institutions needed to be ironed
out and substantive guidance and models were needed regarding the form
collaboration might take.

With the benefit of more time to observe CETA~LEA relations,
there {8 a3 clearer picture of the roles of the two institutions and how
they have changed over the brief period since YEDPA was implemented. But
the initial impression remains unchanged.

S

ey
s



£

Progress in the collaborative relationship between sponsors and
schools is slow but, in most cases, still positive. The lack of sub-
stantive guidance created a vacuum which has not been filled. But the fact
that neither side has been particularly dogmatic or prescriptive with
regard to program content has, no doubt, helped avert what, in many in-
stances otherwise, would he fiercely competitive struggles for turf and the
upper hand. It remains to be seen whether those struggles are merely being
pustponed.

There have been few surprises associated with the substance of
the CETA-LFA programs. Many are simple extensions of previous activities
in which schools were involved, But while the practice of staying with
dependable programs and known quantities has not broken new ground with
respect to program design, the payoffs have been considerable. There have
hbeen no cases of new programs blowing up and there have been only isolated
cases of disengagement attributable to incompatibility between CETA and LEA
officials.

Forging a New Fducation Role

The point of getting local educators involved in employment and
training programs for youth is not simply to tap another source of local
expertise hut also to stimulate some institutional change. It was hoped
that LEA participation would encourage schools to (1) gear more, or at
least some of the education process to meeting the employability develop~
ment needs of youth, and (2) assure that the underachievers and dropouts
typically caught in the CETA "safety net" are better served by education
and employability development services. Of course, these ambitious in-
stitotional change objectives are bound to take more than-a-year and a half
to begin to manifest themselves. But it is important to take note of
ovents das  they have unfplded so far in order to determine whether the
pitterns observed now are temporary, lasting, or intermediate stages in a
Tonger-term cevolut fon.

The programs of local education agencies are self-contained
inftiatives geared to preparing youth to cope in labor markets. For the
most part, the programs are not part of a sequence or larger service net-
work {n which youths participate. Rather, they are independent operations
connected with other manpower programs only at the point where clients
enter or leave. One exception is Rockford where the prime sponsor handles
vork experience assignments and the school provides complementary class-
room-based career exploration services. But usually, "collaboration" is
taking place in the planning or negotiating phase, not in the course of
day-to-day operations and not in the form of shared responsibilities in a
continuum of services. -

From a programmatic point of view, there is probably not much
need for constant interplay bhetween CETA sponsors and schools, Nearly all
of the participating schools have programs that build on a work experience
component and a complementary component that provides some type of general
career education and counseling.
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Remarkably few LEAs, however, have developed programs that cap-
{talize on a relative advantage that schools have over other manpower
gervice deliverers: the capability to augmdnt job preparation with general
education. For the most part they are still providing little wore in
services than reasonably well managed community-based organizations can and
do provide. A few such as Hartford, Rockford, and Cook County have es-
tablished basic education and remedial education components. Not insig-
nificantly, those are programs that are part of well articulated strategies
for serving school leavers., Waterbury has developed a bilingual education
program to help non-English speaking youth overcome the language barrier.
Charlotte and Alamance provide basic education and GED preparation, but
their programs appear to be linked to the recently mandated competency
exams that graduating high school seniors must pass.

Although LEAs seem to be substituting an emphasis on meeting
employability deficiencies for an emphasis on meeting educational de-
ficiencies (and thus duplicating capabilities of other service deliverers),
there are some mitigating circumstances. There is a lack of substantive
guldance on what constitutes an appropriate and uniquely educational role
in employability development. That is a state of the art problem. Indeed,
that role, if it is to evolve, wiil probably be a product of the process of
trial and error already vaderway.

Although the substance of the LEA role in YEDPA has been com-
fortably vague, the target population is well specified. Consequently, the
objective of steering services--regardless of what they are--to the under-
achievers, potential dropouts and dropouts is being wmet. Targeting by

family income is, admittedly, unpopular among "educators, but they are

working with participants enrolled or referred by the CETA sponsors. And
the fact remains that though the matter of targeting by income is a di~
visive issue in CETA-LEA relations, it does not yet appear tv have been
decisive in limiting the effectiveness of youth manpower programs, What
may become an issue {n the longer run is the matter of whether targeting
services by income devalues the services and stigmatizes the recipients.

The Importance of CETA-LEA Contact Outside YEDPA

é
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In the process of pulling prime sponsors and LEAs together, there
has been a surprising lack of discord between them that 1is attributable in
part to the fact that in many areas, CETA-LEA collaboration has not been a
dramatic departure from past experience, About half the sponsors studied
have some pre-YEDPA history of LEA involvement in CETA programs, operating,
with some degree of success, modest manpower programs for youth. The
earlier CETA~LEA relations served both to establish a communication link
between the two systems and to provide a program model that was duplicated,
expanded, or improved upon under YEDPA. Chicago, Detroit, and Hartford,
for example, have big-city school systems with a long history of in-
volvement in CETA and earlier programs under the Manpowgr Development and
Training Act of 1962, In these areas, CETA sponso;jiand schools were
beyond the point of introductions and had fairly well-e tablished admini-
strative relations.



In Detroit, for example, where educators were probably as well-
versed in YEDPA as the CETA sponsor (one CETA administrator suggested "the
Board of Education knew how much YEDPA money we were getting before we
did"--Peter Kobrak, Page D-18), relations were further cemented by the
cooperation required to operate the city's youth incentive entitlement
project. The schools were also involved in implementing a U.S.* Office of
Education career education project.

Chicago YETP activities include work experience as part of a
career development program along with intensive counseling. Building on an
existing base of joint programs, the YETP activities provide more extensive
counseling and support than are usually available and augment them with
work experience. The YETP program operated by the public schools offers 10
to 1S hours of work experience each week and two hours of counseling. It
is modeled after a CETA Title I work experience program the schools run
with a fow differences. Title I serves 14-19 year olds while YETP serves
16-21 year olds, and the Title I program (now under Title II of CETA as
amended 1in 1978) has more restrictive eligibility criteria. But more
significantly, the YETP progranm 1is providing what are considered to be
better work assignments. Nearly 45 percent of the placements are in pri-

" vate sector jobs, and the public sector jobs are mostly outside the school

system, and better than the Title I jobs that assign youth to in~school
"eraser-beater” jobs, There are some complications, however. School
teachers, responsible for the placements, are selecting the best of the
YETP eligibles. :

In Hartford YEVPA stimulated less marked change 1in the way
schools have run programs. Traditionally, the school system there has run
work cxperience programs under CETA Title I and the summer jobs programs.
The work ¢xperience has been augmented by some remedial education, but the
programs are still basically the same. The lack of change szppears to be
due {n part tc the fact that although CETA-LEA relations in Hartford are
cordial, the sponsor has not provided strong leadership or an effective
counterpoint to LEA policies and practices. The entire YETP grant is
handled by the Hartford school system (which turns over part of it to a CBO
to divide among some suburban LEAs). The prime sponsor has little to say
about how {t is spent and had done no monitoring as of early 1979. This
situation is attributable in part to the independent style of the LEA, but
also, no doubt, to the fact that the CETA sponsor has been weakened and {its
attention diverted by a succession of scandals involving the use of (non-
YEDPA) CETA funds.

The more sophisticated sponsors in a number of suburban areas
also established relations with schools before YEDPA. In places such as
DeKaldb County, Marin County, Lansing Consortium, and Cook County, sponsors
made the connection as a logical outgrowtl of good management and a local
c¢limate {n which CETA was not as important a local priority as in larger
cities and was not highly politicized. In DeKalb, the single LEA in the

county has been involved with training and work experience programs since

1964, LEA staff have always participated in the CETA planning council
proceedings, and there are frequent informal contacts as well. The spon-
sor, interested in keeping down the number of program agents, went to the

" local schools, as a8 matter of course, to handle a large part of the YETP

allocation (more than 50 percent in both years) and the entire YCCIP al-
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location in 1978, Program content has not c&qzed. though, and the good
relations may have lulled both the sponsor and school into maintaining a
relatively healthy, but rigid status quo.
. )'\‘r

In Marin and Santa Clara Counties, the sponsors were also quick
to go to tha  local schools and were generous in allocating shares--40
percent to the Marin LEA and 36 to the Santa Clara LEA in 1978. The spon~-
sors, however, judged the first year's school-based work experience pro-
grams to be rather undistinguished. When the CETA sponsors tried to bet ter
specify program content and objectives for. the second year, the“LEAs “re-
sented the intrusion. The CETA-LEA relations cooled off and both sponsors

- cut theit LEA shaves to 22 percent. The CETA-LEA relations in those areas

have not been broken off, but there is a more cautious temper to them. In
light of what has been seen in DeKalb, though, the tension in Marin and
Santa Clara may be productive because it 1is forcing some reassessment.

The Lansing prime sponsor had already developed productive work-
ing relationships with' the local schools in a sophisticated CETA Title I
work experisnce program. Anticipating enactment of YEDPA, both LEAs in-
volved had developed plans by the summer of 1977 and signed agreements for
aughenting - Title I programs with transition/counseling and placement
services. . .ograms were extended into the second year to provide a
better test of the approach the LEAs adopted.

In Cook County the LFAs, using CETA Title I money, had developed
elaborate work experience and education programs for both in-school and
out-of-school youth. They used the lion's share of their YETP alloca-
tion-=75 percent in 1978 and 71 percent in 1979--to expand both programs.
Before YEDPA, the Portland school system used CETA Title I money to provide
employment and training services for youth. Under a non-financial agree-
ment, LEA work experience coordinators developed jobs and identified and
placed CETA participants still in school in the jobs. The schools moni-
tored the students in their jobs and provided academic credit where it was
appropriate. Receiving 50 percent of the YETP allocation, the school
system has expanded its services and developed new programs for serving
dropouts.

Atlanta and Columbus were the two cases in which neither earlier
CETA "collaboration" nor the 22 percent set-aside accomplished 'much.
Atlanta's programs in the schools, both before YEDPA and ugder YEDPA,
offered little more than income transfers. More intensive counseling and
job placement assistance for seniors were added for 1979. But the quality
of work remains largely unchanged and no academic credit is granted. The
Columbys prime sponsor had a Title I contract for training in a school
skill center. For 1978, the public schools proposed a YETP work experience
program that was to include an in-school career exploration module. The
sponsor rejected the plan because it did not permit -sufficient prime
sponsor control., It substituted instead an expansion of another existing
Title I program that provided work experience.. The sponsor excused it as
an allowable "22 percent LEA program” by indicating that high school
guidance counselors must certify each worksite as being compatible with
each participant's career goals. The schools, however, had 1little to say
about the agreement, and the cettification provision proved to be an empty
gesture. The Columbus school system did use similar program funds to set
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up its proposed career exploration program to serve about-10 percent of the
. 1978 summer youth enrcllees. But the sponsor refused to extend it into the
.// school year, and the 1978 YETP program appeared to be more income transfer
with only nominal involvement on the patt- of the schools.
- In the prime sponsor areas where there, was no history of col- <~
labbration with local schools, the 22 percent set-aside usually proved to +
be an effective mechanism for opening doors. But given the pace at which
relations have developed between LEAs and prime‘ sponsors and pre-CETA
program agents, it is probably tco early to find the kinds of changes that’
the 22 percent set-asdie encourages. ’ ,
A history of good CETA-LEA relations permitted many sponsors to
short~-circuit the tedious process of establishing new working relationships
with local educators. But such a history is not a prerequisite to the
quick establishment of joint programs. Lane, Kitsap, and Clark Counties
. had virtually nothing to do with local schools before YEDPA. Yet, all
. established promising new programs using the 22 percent set-aside in the .
‘ first year. Going into tihe second year of programming, they ‘left their
. 1978 programs untouched and kept the LEA shares of the YETP allocation at
the same levels, , »

. In Clark Coun.y, the prime spomsor operation runs by the book and
in mid-1977 udm&nistrators dutifully began making arrangements with the
local city school district. But the program appears to have gotten its
main impetus from the LEA which 1is sponsoring one of ten career education
demonstration programs in the state of Ohio. The schools designed a pro-
gram of work experience augmented with a career education course taught by
the school, Although the class existed before YEDPA, there was no work -
experience component and it appears not to have been as well taught. LEA
offIcials, thinking they could expand the program, tried to increase its
share for 1979 over the minimum 22 percent it received in 1978. But the
sponsor, although apparently satisfied with the schools' performance,

. decided as a matter of policy to hold the LEA share at 27 percent.

Kitsap County combined 29 percent of its 1978 YETP allocation
with all of {its YCCIP allocation to support its LEA-based in-school pro-
gram, The LEA share was administered by an area vocational skills center -
with subagreements signed for each school district covered. By the end of
the first year, the program coordinator-~an intermediary between CETA staff
and school counselors-~had implemented a system to develop individual
competency-based learning plans, monitor work experience, and provide
counseling and support services. The overall program was successful. But
because the LEA found YCCIP to be too pigid a component for a comprehensive
school-based program, it refused the YCCIP funds for 1979 and received
Title Il funds instead. The LEA share of YETP funds stayed the same,

Lane County 1is another sponsor that had no dealings with local
educators prior to YEDPA, The sponsor had focused exclusively on dropouts,
but readlly accepted the YETP emphasis on in-school youth., However, the -
I.EA programs are run in some isolation. A number of LEAs opted to par-
: . ticipate and, rather than choosing priorities, the sponsor funded all at a
relatively low level. The programs are not coordinated among the schools
and are providing little more than work expetrience. One LEA, however, has
developed new occupational classes and is supporting a diversified occu-
. " Q « .pations program that emphasizes private sector involvement.

2 o




¢

Points of Contention Between Sponsors and Local Schools

“
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¢

Uncertainties and frictions are present wherever- sponsors and
schools are working together. Usually they are inconsequential. But there

have been a few points of expected and unexpected contention between the’

two systems that are likely to have long-run effects on the process and

substance of CETA-LEA collaboration: the award of “academic credit for

YEDPA activities, and allocation of funds to local schools.

Academic Credit for Work Experience ) ]

-

Aside from using wages to lure youth back to school and encourage
those still i{n to remain, YEDPA has encouraged the award of academic tredit
for work experience. Not only has credit for work experience been seen as
an incentive for program participation, but the process of negotiating it
has been viewed as one more device for stimulating CETA~LEA discussions.
There is also the hope that implicit standards for accreditation would
enhance program quality. -

When sponsors first approached LEAs to discuss awarding academic
credit, there was some resistance among educators. Many considered the
CETA work experience programs to be of low quality and thought the award of
academic credit for such activities would undermine the value of academic
credit, Others thought that credit for work would steer studentis even
further from academic areas. But the biggest problams se~med to have less
to do with the substance of what was credit-worthy and mor: to do with turf
issues. Schools did not like the idea of manpower legislation suggesting
academic credit for manpower proérams; they did not like CETA adminis-
trators suggesting how LEAs should do their jobs and they were protective
of thelr authority to award credit. The local turf issues inspired by the
proposed award ot academic credit were complicated by the diversityof state
regulations governing it and state education agencies' attitudes toward it.
Occasionally, state action was necessary 'to permit credit for work ex-
perience. More frequently, LEAs looked for a state vote of confidence
favoring local decisions. @ . . -

Despite the gloomy early prospects for the award of academic
credit for work experience, schools are now providing it in a surprisingly
large number of prime sponsorships. Although nationally omly aboot 5
percent of all enrollees are receiving acalemic credit for competancies

gained in work experience, more than two-thirds of the sponsors studied

report it as being available in 1979 and the majgrity have it as a regular
program feature serving ‘some enrollees. LEAs or occasionally community
colleges appear to be almost always involved 1in overseeing the work ex-
perience jobs for which academic credit is awarded, or otherwise certifying
it as being credit-worthy. |

The "non-struggle" over academic credit can probably be attri-
buted to the 22 percent set-aside giving schools some stake in CETA oper-
ations and the increasing willingness among educators to award credit for
activities other than those usually found in the classroom. Furthermore,
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although states establish guidelines for local school officials to follow
in deciding whether to award academic credit, the guidelines are usually
flexible enough to provide a wide range of options. Texas and Ohio appear
to have been two exceptions, where the state posture has been decisive--
with different results. The introduction of YEDPA in 1977 spurred Texas
state education authorities to change the guidelines so as to encourage
credit for work experience. Sponsors there had little trouble in having
LEAs arrange for credit, even in the 1977-78 school years. Although Ohio
state education administrators do not appear to have been restrictive in
the award of academic credit, the lack of state level leadership appears to
have stifled the practice in both the 1977-78 and 1978-79 school years.

Community colleges have been especially receptive to the idea of
awarding academic credit for work experience and, as a rule, have been more
innovative than most secondary schools in fashioning alternative classroom
components to complement the work experience. If there is a drawback to
this, it is that dropouts can seldom count such credit towards high school
graduation. But once youths are in the community college system, it is
assumed they are likely to find alternative settings where they can suc-
cessfully pursue a GED.

Academic credit for work experience has not been particularly
difficult to secure, but the more important question now appears to be,
"how significant {s 1t?" Getting schools involved to help assure the
quality of work experience, alone, does not justify seeking academic credit.
But some supposed advantages of credit are not panning out. Some local
educators have complained that, over the last few years, students have been
able to gain academic credit for almost anything and that they do not have
to worry about whether they will have enough credits to graduate. To the
extent this is true, this has diminished™much of the incentive for students
to participate in the new youth programs. The increasing emphasis on basic
literacy and preparing youth for competency-based examinations further
detracts from the incentive value of academic credit by requiring more than
just credits to graduate. Still another problem is specifying the meaning
of credit in competency terms. Though academic credit does count towards
graduation and might, it is argued, contribute in a general way to program
quality, there are rarely specific competencies or skill levels that cor-
respond to the academic credit received. In short, although academic
credit for work experience is becoming widely available, 1its intrimsic
value {s uncertain.

Sharing the Wealth with LEAS

Each CETA sponsor is required to reserve a minimum of 22 percent
of its YETP allocation to be administered under the terms of an agreement
with local education agencies. All of the sponsors managed to negotiate
such agreements, but it became abundantly clear that the content of pro-
grams varies considerably, and the mere presence of an agreement really
indicates very little. Another variable that is intriguing simply because
it can be precisely measured is the relative size of the agreement. Most
sponsors reserved more than the 22 percent minimum; a few reserved up to

100 percent. It appegrs that the LEA share of YETP is an indicator al-
though it must be interpreted very carefully.
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About two-thirds of the sponsors allocated more than 22 percent
to finance CETA-LEA agreements in both 1978 and 1979 (See Table 1). About
a half of those allocated 50 percent or more to schools. Less than a sixth
of the sponsors for which data were obtained allocated only the required
minimum. For the larger sponsors, such as lhicago, Atianta, and San Fran-
cisco, where schools and sponsors were already accustomed to working to-
gether, the minimum allocation reflected the local competition for CETA
funds. In Albuquerque, schools were already heavily involved in another
YEDPA demonstration project. But in Clark, Columbus, and Greene Counties,
the minimum reflected the fact that sponsors were still in a cautious,
exploratory stage with schools. Although schools in both Columbus and
CLgfk applied for more control and more money, respectively, the sponsors
turned them down. '

Most sponsors kept the same LEA share in 1979 as in 1978. The
prevailing sentiment was that the 1978 programs were run for too short a
period of time to prove their worth and that programs and funding levels
ought to be continued. Where changes were made, however, they were usually
quite deliberate. Three sponsors cut the LEA share down to the minimum or
close to the minimum for 1979. In Rockford, the LEA share was cut to 23
percent, because schools failed to serve as many out-of-school youths as
planped. In both Santa Clara and Marin Counties, cuts (14 and 18 percent
respectively) were a result of i{increasing CETA-LEA friction. In Santa
Clara, the sponsor reduced the share from more than a third down to the
minimum because of its dissatisfaction with LEA programs that resembled
traditional work experience too much. When Marin CETA administrators tried
to clarify program specifications regarding program components and en-
rollments, the schools resisted the intrusion. There are larger issues
clouding CETA-LEA relations in Santa Clara, though. CETA sponsor officials
feel that the schools are trying to use CETA resources to replace funds cut
by the Proposition 13 ceiling on local revenues. School officials, on the
other hand, are afraid of the CETA system being used as a channel through
which county and city governments can iInfluence independent school dis-
tricts. .

U'sually reductions in the LEA shares were not as big as in Santa
Clara and Marin and did not signal serious problems. In DeKalb, for ex-
ample, the 4% percentage point reduction still left the LEA share at about
50 percent and relations between the manpower and education camps are
cordial and extensive, Furthermore, the LEA in DeKalb voluntarily gave up
4 YCCIP prcject because school and manpower officials alike felt the
schools were out of their element rumning it. Muskegon, a sponsor with no
established LEA relations prior to YEDPA, cut the school share by 6 percent
in 1979. But the cut was made because of an increase in the YETP allo-
cation and the resource level for schools is actually higher in 1979 than
{t was (n 1978,

The few increases in the LEA share of the YETP allocation were
illusory. In Durham and Waterbury, the sponsor maintained the LEA shares
at the same dollar level but, because of cuts in the sponsors' YETP allo-
cation, the LEA percentage shares rose. There were no changes in LEA

programming.
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Table 1

LEA Shares of YETP Allocations—FY 1978 and 1979
(in percentages)

Prime Sponsor 1978 1979
1. Alamance 22 22
2. Albuquerque 22 22
3. Atlanta 22 22
4. Boston NA ) 22
5. Cambridge NA NA
6. Clark Co. "22 22
7. Chicago 25 30
8. Charlotte 22 30
9, Coastal Bend 72 70
10. Cobb Co. NA NA
11. Columbus/Franklin 22 22
12. Connecticut BOS 22 ’ 26
13. Cook Co. 75 71
14. DeKalb 57 53
15, Detroit 23 28
16. Durham 23 31
17. El Paso 41 65
18. Grand Rapids: 55 - 55
19, Greene Co. 22 22
20, Hartford 100 100
21. Kalamazoo 32 32
22. Kitsap 29 29

23. Lane 22 22
24, Lansing 77 77
. 25. Marin 40 22
26. Muskegon 53 47
27, North Carolina BOS 50 50
28. Northeast Georgila 67 76
29. Oakland 35 35
30. Oregon BOS ‘ 22 22
31. Portland 50 50
32. Rockford 35 23
33. San Francisco 22 22
34. Santa Clara 36 22
35, Sonoma 27 27
- 36. Waterbury 38 50

37. Worcester . NA NA

Note: DeKalb Co., Kitsap Co., and Clark Co, sllotted 100 percent of YCCIP

funds to LEAs in FY 78, but none in FY 79, Grand Rapids allotted 32 per-

cent of YCCIP funds to LEAs, but cut back to nothing 4n¥Y 1979. Kalamazoo
g and Lansing allotted 12 and 70 percent of YCCIP funds, respectively, to LEAs
. in FY 1978, The figure for Kalamazoo went to 13 percent in 1979; Lansing's
: dropped to 6 percent.
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In implementing YEDPA early in fiscal 1978, CETA sponsors usually
had to approach educators and tell them about the provisions for LEA in-
volvement. This gave sponsors a degree of control over the competition
among LEAs for YEDPA money. When it was time to divide up the pie for
fiscal 1979, however, the sponsors that had to deal with more than one LEA
somet imes faced a different situation. By then more educators were fa-
miliar with YEDPA and the opportunity for money, and the competition was
keener. Grand Rapids, wanting to involve all LEAs, agreed to go over the
minimum for both 1678 and 1979 in order to alleviate competitive pressure.
Others, such as the Connecticut Balance of State and Muskegon, used for-
mulas, based on those used for federal school lunch payments to compute LEA
allocations. Others, such as Coastal Bend, Kalamazoo, Hartford, El Paso,
and Kitsap, put the onus on educators by giving the LEA share to a single
LEA and leaving it to divide the funds among the competition.

N

So far, it seems the various sponsor strategies for allocating
LEA shares have not earned sponsors any enemies among educators. But the
competition for 1979 funds still was not particularly hot. If and when
more LFAs get interested in gaining access to YETP 22 percent money, CETA
administrators may be harder-pressed to justify arbitrary and mechanical
measures for spreading the wealth. Already the money is spread very thinly
among some schools, yet neither sponsors nor schools seem to be explicitly
deciding whether to spread the money as "equitably"--and thinly--as nec-
essary or to concentrate it for strategic purposes. That choice may, for
the moment, be secondary to the process of getting money out to schools
whose administrators are still in the process of familiarizing themselves
with CETA. But it will have to be made by local officials in thenot-too-~
distant future and is bound to present another critical juncture in the
evolving relationships between many CETA sponsors and schools.

Spurring Other Institutional Changes

The changing relationship between CETA prime sponsors and local

cducation agencles has been the most visible focus for institutional-

change. Provisions affecting their interplay have been the most specific;
money has been at stake and there is a widespread intuitive appeal to
jolning these two institutions. But YEDPA was intended to produce other
kinds of institutional change as well. It was hoped that unions would
become more involved {in at least reviewing proposed local strategles, that
community-based organizations would take a more active role as program
agents, and that private employers would hire youth from YEDPA programs.
It was also expected that YEDPA would have a certain impact on changing
internal sponsor operations serving youth.

These other institutional change objectives have been met with
varying degrees of success. It {s evident that in order to succeed 1in
changing the way institutions do business, momey is an invaluable facili-
tator when it is used to give more players a stake {n thé action. But it
also seems that money alone will not make institetional change "take;"
circumstances have to be right and it helps if a number of concurrent
forces are all pushing in the same direction,

I
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Union Involvement

L4

The original hope was that YEDPA would stimulate some minimal

degree of union involvement by requiring union approval of proposed plans,

and by providing for union representation on the youth councils. During
first year planning, union involvement was ninimal. Because it centered
around the most tangible function—-plan review—-union involvement was
identified with, at most, either passive acceptance or active objection.
Due to the haste of the start-up of fiscal 1978 programs, the circle of
involvement in the planning process wass small and most sponsors found
unions acquiescing to proposed plans by their tacit non-involvment. There
were some instances such as in El Paso, Rockford, Kalamazoo, and Atlanta
where unions objected .to plans because they infringed’ upon collective
bargaining agreements or unions felt that YEDPA activities might displace
union workers. There were only a few instances in which union involvement
was a signal of affirmative program support. In San Francisco, the paint-
ers' urion established an apprenticeship program under YCCIP for fiscal
1978. Affer much negotiation, a number of unions in Rockford agreed to
help out on a YCCIP stadium renovation project. &

In the second year of YEDPA, there was slightly more evidence of
union involvement. The involvement includes more program support than in
the first year. Although fiscal 1979 was better than 1918, union involve-
ment was still restricted to fewer than a £fifth of the sponsors studied. A
Greene County carpenters' union is involved in a pre~apprenticeship program
for females in non-traditional jobs. In California all of the sponsors
have unions involved in sponsoring projects, providing inmstructors and
training facilities, and providing assistance on project d velopment. ( In
Cobb County a machinists' union sat out the first year of YEDPA review but
took a more active role in the second year review and youth council pro-
ceedings. Part of the new interest appears to be in response to the will~
ingness of managers at a local production plant to provide training for
youths under YEDPA; 1t may also reflect a concern for protecting union
interests.

Obviously CETA-union relations can be more productive when they
are based on more than unions simply reviewing spomsor plams. But the
{ncentives for unions supporting programs are difficult to identify and the
processes for getting them involved in those programs are harder to put in
place. Furthermore, active union participation is not absolutely necessary
in order for sponsors to develop access to apprenticeship programs or union
sanctioned pre-apprenticeship programs. This all means that there is no
single model for "effective" union involvement. But it also means that
because there is no magic combination of factors that automatically create

cooperation, time and a sense of institutional stability in- CETA are all

the more important.

The Private Sector ‘

YEDPA is one in a series of efforts by the Department of Labor to
{ncrease private sector hiring of the hardcore unemployed and the eco-

. ‘32
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nomically disadventaged and generally raise the level of private sector
involvement 1in planning local employment and training activities. On-
the-job training programs have been augmented by the Skill Training and
Improvement Program (STIP), the targeted jobs tax credit, and the recent
formation of the private industry councils. This has all coincided with an
overall employment situation that, until mid-1979, was favoring increasing
employment. :

YEDPA, however, actually offers less opportunity for prime spon-
sors to leverage private sector involvement than the other measures. The
law and departmental promulgations include exhoratory language encouraging
private sector involvement in general terms but YETP and YCCIP do not offer
subsidized employment or training subsidies, except under certain carefully
controlled circumstances. As a rule, youth trying to utilize prime sponsor
activities under YCCIP and YETP to gain entry to private sector jobs have
no more advantage than they would under other CETA programs, unless LEAs
have developed good relationships with private employers. Enrollees have
their youth working against them when employers are looking for stable and
committed workers to add to their workforces.

Despite the lack of specific program features that might give
YCCIP and YETP enrollees an edge over older CETA enrollees or non-YEDPA
youth, there i{s a small degree of private sector involvement. Although it
i{s confined to a minority of the sponsors studied, certain factors crop up
consistently among them.

Of course, local economic conditions make all the difference in
determining private sector placement or OJT opportunities., Iastitutional
arrangements and prime sponsor policies notwithstanding, when local hiring
is brisk, private sector employment prospects are good, even for young
adults. Lane County, capitalizing on a local construction boom, is es~
tabliching a good record for developing OJT slots. A town in the Oregon
Balance of Stute sponsor set up a solar heating project which spurred
priviate investment and there is now a growing solar heating business hiring
YEDPA-trained vouth. Even where sponsors are taking no affirmative steps
to place enrollees in private jobs, youths are finding stepped~up private
sector hiring. 1In Cook County, for example, local administrators tried to
establish a private sector vocational exploration project but never suc-
ceeded because of uncertainty over DOL regulations. Nevertheless, there is
a high demand for workers to fill entry level jobs in the county and CETA
enrollees~--youth included--are obtaining private sector jobs.

It is not so clear whé?her prime sponsor attitudes and policies
and certain institutional linkages can mak~ a difference when local econ-
omies are not so0 robust. But certain sponsors a acting to encourage
private sector placements. The City of Portland is in the midst of an
all-out campaign to stimulate economic -development with private sector
investment. The city intends to purchase training from local industry as
mtich as possible, in the hope that successful trainees can move into OJT
positions. Cobb County, although not immersed in an economic development
campaign, has stressed training in skill areas that are in demand in the
private sector, and has utilized local corporate training resources, also
in the hope that the initial contact will lead to later opportunities. In
both these cases, encouragement from Washington may have helped the spon-
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sors move in the direction they are moving, but other local conditions and
the basic philogophy of local administrators determined whether the
Washington policy was heeded. d

Frequently it appears that a commitment by prime sponsors alone
is not enough to drive much private sector cooperation. The active pres-
ence of local education agencies is an extra ingredient that is at least
present--if not persuasive--in the cases where private employers are in-
volved with the youth programs. In both Cook and Lane Counties, local
education agencies made inroads into the private sector. One LEA in Cook
County established contact with private businesses through employer ori-
entations. Another set up an advisory board, for school-based programs,
that included business representatives. The Lane County school system
endorsed the YEDPA programs and mounted a selling campaign among employers
in a successful drive to develop OJT slots. LEA officials in Lane County
attribute their success to the fact that the schools, unlike CETA sponsors,
are local, mainstream institutions. But, officials in some LEAs also
appear to have a great deal of familiarity with local labor markets and
Tocal employers.

LFA involvement was observed in other areas that showed con-

~ siderable private sector Iinvolvement despite poor local economic con-

ditions. In the first year of YEDPA programs one local school in the
Oregon Balance of State sponsorship placed half its enrollees in private
sector positions by aggressively marketing its YETP career exploration
program (because of funding uncertainties the program was not continued).
In El Paso, a project developing OJT slots Iimproved its record in the
second year of programmning after supportive services were augmented and a
vocational technical institute became involved. Albuquerque is relying
heavily on a program developed and run by local schools, which places youth
in training positions with the local hotel and tourism industry. Cobb
County's training program that has been successful in placing youth in
private firms also involves both one city high school and the county
vocational technical school.

what is lacking is a comprehensive picture of the cases where the
private employers are Involved, and a systematic comparison of prime
sponsor and LEA roles in such cases. But based on what has been observed,
local schools have an edge over sponsors in gaining access to local em-
ployers. The former are more likely to have been involved with local
employers under cooperative education and work study programs. Furthermore
at least some educators share the opinion of one Lane County educator, who
feels the schools have more credibility than CETA prime sponsors as main-
stream, locally-based institutions.

Prime Sponsor Organizational Changes

<

Inevitably, as with every change in policy under CETA, the in-
troduct fon of YEDPA had an effect on prime sponsor internal organization
and the way local CETA business i{s transacted. In general, the effect was
to further balkanize service delivery at%the local level and create a more
distinct dichotomy between youth and adult services.
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YEDPA pushed about four-fifths of the sponsors studied in the
direction of setting up program delivery aand even intake separate from
adult services. Large sponsors such as Oakland, San Francisco, and Chicago
already had separate youth offices. YEDPA served to reinforce their
separateness by augmenting staff and requiring a greater degree of spe-
cialization.

ik i Y
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Among the few sponsors that left formal arrangements for oper-
ations unchanged, most adopted a program delivery approach that effectively
isolated youth operations. Lane County, Portland, and Hartford, for ex-
ample, delegated a great deal of responsibility and money to local schools.

- Rarely have sponsors moved in the direction of setting up a
separate youth office wholly because youths were seen as a separate problem
with unique needs. The usual reason for separating youth programs has been
to simplify compliance with Department of Labor reporting and accounting
- requirements. The need for enrollment and expenditure reports by title
forces local administrators to program separately or else come up with
elaborate information systems that can make the necessary distinctions.

The emergence of separate youth tracks has worked against the
development of comprehensive services at the local level. In some cases it
has probably contributed to internal conflict. The most extreme example

- was Rockford where a nearly autonomous youth office was set up in 1977,

o " ‘only to be disbanded in the middle of fiscal 1979. Portland encountered
similar problems when it began integrating youth services into the overall
CETA delivery system. The cost in both cases has been high in staff turn-
over an‘d morale.

Aside from the shifts in institutional alignments attributable to
the YETP 22 percent set-aside, the chan:es in relationships between spon-
sors and other local agencies have been scattered and uneven; they have not
followed any discernible pattern. The uneven response of prime sponsors
and differing local circumstances have diminished and altered the final
results. The most identifiable change within the CETA structure has been a
remarkably pervasive pattern of bifurcation between youth serving and adult
serving agents., The pattern is not attributable to a federal policy en-
couraging such separation of services. Rather, it is a consequence of
administrative requirements and circumstances that work against developing.
comprehensive programs.

o
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SHIFTS IN PROGRAM EMPHASIS

It was hoped by the architects of YEDPA and administrators in the
Department of Labor that the new law would expand the manpower services
already available to youth locally under CETA Title I (now Title II) and
provide a basis for establishing new services adapted to meeting the
special labor market needs of youths. Another objective was to get prime
sponsors to put greater emphasis on assuring program quality.

YEDPA, though encouraging innovation, did not force specific new
models at the prime sponsor level (although the Department of Labor has
sponsored numerous national demonstrations). Since very few sponsors were
starting with a clean slate, most changes in programming have been adap-
tations of what some sponsors already had. Consequently, though formula-
funded YEDPA activities have not proven to be a watershed for novel program
concepts, this is not to say some changes are not evident. In fact, the
enmphasis on youth has had the effect of steering sponsors towards ra-
tionalizing services they already had and incorporating new services into
systems of local activities that are, at least, somewhat better adapted
than before to meeting the labor market needs of youth. TInstead of a
jobless dropout facing a menu of possible programs from which to, choose,
there 1s a more systematic process of assessment and development. Perhaps
the most Important program gains have been what logic long has called for,
but which politics frequently forbid: tying mapower to education. On the
whole, collaboration between local schools and CETA youth programs is on a

very basic level and the future of the relationships is uncertain. But the

chasm between the two institutions has been bridged, at least temporarily.
The future of the relationships seems now to hinge more on substantive
matters.

YEDPA has also contributed to a greater prime sponsor conscious-
ness of the need for assuring program quality, though the effect of this
new awdreress is sometimes hard to pinpoint. Local officials have repeat-
edly sald they welcomed the emphasis on guality, as if there had been no
federal concern with CETA program quality before. They lacked time during
the first year to do much about quality assurance. But given the time and
opportunity in the second year of programming, sponsors appear to have
taken specific measures to monitor and improve program content and de-
Iivery,

The Matter of Definitions

Then; are seven kinds of sarvices that prime sponsors are now
providing under YCCIP and YETP: work experience, basic education, class-
room training in job skills, job search techniques, the use of occupational
data, on-the-job training, and career exploration through job rotation.
Regrettably, these <categories of services do not correspond to those
service categories delineated by the Department of Labor: work experience,
on~the-job training, career exploration experience, vocational exploration
in the private sector, and transition services. Under the DOL rubric
career exploration experience, for example, {is intended to correspond to a
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combination of work experience and a classroom component to teach job
search skills or provide occupational information. But Kitsap County
labels work experience for out-of-school youth as work experience, and for
in-school youth it {s career employment experience. Chicago reports all
YETP jobs as career employment experience, while counting YCCIP jobs as
work experience: one program agent operating both kinds of jobs says juite
candidly there is no difference between them. There was also one case
where sponsors dressed up old programs with new names and little else.
Columbus took its world of work -orientation for summer program enrollees,
lengthened it somewhat and called it classroom training. It also extended
its CETA Title I work experience programs for youth--little more than an
attempt at income maintenance~-and called it career employment experience.

None of this is to imply that sponsors are attempting to deceive
the Department of Labor or create a distorted image of their programs,.
They simply use DOL jargon instead of generic terms for their activities.
Ambiguity surrounding the program activity terms does, however, call into
question thé usefulness of national activity enrollment data and compar-
{sons among prime sponsors of enrollments in certain program categories.
Within prime sponsorships, however, the data are useful for reflecting
distributions among activities at any one time, ard the changes in dis-
tributions over time.

Program Emphases Under YEDPA

Before YEDPA, prime sponsor employment programs for youth were
confined to the annual summer work experience programs and Title I. The
summer jobs . programs were traditionally assembled in a hurry and placed
vouth in 7-10 week job asslgnments. In the Title I program young enrollees
were lumped in with most of the Title I service population and placed in
work expericnce slots and skill training. Except for the summer program,
there appears to have been little evidence of a8 "youth track" in prime
sponsor manpower programming, since there was hardly a reason or federal
policy mandate on such a client-focused approach. YEDPA, with its focus on
vouth, has pushed sponsors in the direction of establishing a youth track
which at least recognizes a developmental sequence requiring more than an
fsolated training program. Although many f£all short of achieving a con-
tinuous sequence of labor market experience, the trend {s in that direc-
tion. Sponsors have had the most success with a comprehensive approach
under . YETP beciause of 1its flexibility. YCCIP has proven to be an inap-
propriate program for delivering comprehensive services. First, it se-
verely limits the services sponsors can provide to augment straight work
experienue Second, because of its small size and its peculiar program
requirements (required solicitation of bids for operating the program, low
wages, service population, unique eligibility requirements, possible con-
flicts with organized labor, etc.), an increasing number of sponsors have

found it to be incompatible with a comprehensive approach and an admini-

strative headache not worth the effort.

In ghe time between late 1977 and early 1979, prime sponsor youth
programs followed a predi-table evolution. In the frantic rush to start up
fiscal 1978 operations, they tended to base new program development upon
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existing capacity and programs. They lacked the time for anything more
creative. Although some new ‘program activity titles and ambitious plans
cropped up, fiscal 1978 was a (stunted) year for work experience and some
classroom training, both largely outgrowths of Title I activities, that had
developed for youths, and, in some cases, of summer youth program activ-
ities.

The pattern for fiscal 1979 was to tinker with the 1978 YETP
programs but to leave their basic designs largely intact. Work experience
remained as the core of YETP programs serving in~school and out-of-school
youth. There have been some administrative changes affecting the quality
of work experience but the basic value of that approach remains unques-
tioned.

The main YETP design changes between 1978 and 1979 were in
changing intake, assessment, and referral activities through which en-
rol lees passed before placement {in jobs, and in beefing up transition
services for placing participants in unsubsidized jobs or helping them in
their job search strategies. The implicit goal was to bring the jury-
rigged and struggling programs put in place in 1978 more in line with the
ambitious plans.

One small but noteworthy shift that began to show up in fiscal
1979 YEDPA programming has been the increasing emphasis on private sector
placements, Even in 1978, sponsors were concerned about the lack of op-~
portunity for gaining work experience in situations that would provide
experience transferrable to the private sector. Over time this interest
has grown. The change corresponds in part to the private sector emphasis
in YEDPA and to the private sector initiatives that sponsors are expected
to launch under CETA Title VII.

Most sponsors, however, have taken 1little positive action to
further private sector placements, their endorsement of the notion not~-
withstanding. The prevailing sentiment is that theit hands are tied. The
first year experience with OJT projects was disappoihting with no sponsor
developing the expected number of slots. At least two sponsors, though,
have achleved gome degree of success with private sector-related projects.
Kitsap County, a sponsor that had a better than average degree of success
with OJT in 1978 nearly tripled {its planned placements, increasing them to
17 percent of all placements. In a strange twist of the OJT story, Cobb
County discontinued the OJT component {t initiated in 1978 for the purpose
of encouraging private sector placements. Administrators found such a good
record of private sector placements for enrollees in their intensive YETP
classroom training that they decided to rely on that program instead for
private sector bridge building.

YCCIP has gone through an evolution different from that of YETP.
Although it too is based on providing work experience, rigid program speci-~
fications In the law and regulations made {t extraordinarily difficult for
sponsors to establish continuity between it and other activities.

Programmatically, sponsors have come to see YCCIP as working

against the grain of the comprehensive service approach embodied in YETP.
While the latter 1is providing a policy emphasis and the mechanisms to
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support a comprehensive approach to assisting youths having trouble in
labor markets, the forumer steers sponsors in the direction of an extremely
limited response: straight work experience. The national emphasis on
reserving YCCIP for dropouts only exacerbates the conflict in signals.

- Saddled with a program targeted for those youths most likely to be edu-

cationally deficient and in peed of supportive services, the sponsors found
themselves unable to provide the extra support most feel those youths need.
Frustrated with the intended program design, sponsors have nevertheless
attempted adaptations. More than a third of YCCIP enrollees are not drop-
outs: some have high school diplomas or high school equivalency certif-
fcates, and more than half -of them are in school. In Durham, Detroift and
Oregon Balance of State, high school students outnumber all otler YCCIP
enrollees by large margins. The sponsors are serving dropouts in YETP
instead. In Oregon, YETP dropout enrollments exceed the national pro-

portion by more than 50 percent and in Durham and Detroit, dropouts out--

number in-school youth. Sponsors who do enroll large proportions of- drop-

outs in YCCIP frequently augment work experience with a number of ancillary -

activities, such as hbasic education, career counseling, and training.
Boston, with nine out of every ten YCCIP enrollees being dropouts, offers
an educational component and structures one of its YCCIP projects to pro-
vide graduated levels of difficulty in work and a number of counseling
services,

Besides faulting the concept underlying YCCIP, sponsors criti-
cized even more vociferously its administrative unmanageability. Shortly
after enactment of YEDPA prime sponsors started complaining about the
avallability of YCCIP funds and inviting bids from potential program-
operators. The announcement time and plan review period meant that pre-

1iminary planning (before announcements were made) had to be cut to the

bone. Although the plan review period has been a fact of life for sponsors
for years, the bidding process was an extra unwelcomed hindrance. Another
problem encountered in the first year and persisting into the second year
has been the Iimit on the indirect costs (5 percent, as opposed to 20
percent In effect for YETP) and direct costs for supervisory time and
project supplies (10 pertent).

There have bepen counterproductive side effects of - the YCCIP
administrative provisions that, on balance, appear ‘to be doing the program
more harm than good. The low allowance. for expenses over and above en-
rollee payroll expenses and the reldtively small size of cach sponsor's

CCIP allocation have served to discourage competition amang BOs for YCCIP ' .
ontracts. Because the projects have 'not been viewed .ag/ being "self-’
supporting,” usually only the large private non-profit orga’izations have

been able to afford -the .projects, taking advantage of economies of scale
and absorbing nen-aliowable overhead costs. .

L]

§t111 another drawback to YECIP has been the basic project

-orfientation, - Although initially some sponsors were receptive to the idea

of dlscrete program activities, ' the, second year “of operations produced
increasing criticism. Perhaps the biggest weakneus to the project approach
and its attendant temporary ndture and isplatfon has_ been the impact on

» supervision, ‘Because, unlike YETP, YCCIP work assigmments are not

mainstream activtties. supervisory staff have frequently been obtained oh a
. - : , .
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N
catch-as~catch~can "basis. Rockford's stadium rehabilitation project that
. has been under the oversll 'supervision of union volunteers is the ex-
e ception. More frequently, the supervisors are CETA pudblic service em-
ployees—~themselves on temporary assigument--hardly any older than the
program enrollees, and sorely lacking in supervisory experience and job
skills. In the haste to settle YCCIP contracts, sponsors were also unable

to do a very thorough job of screening for project quality in the first
year, although there was a growing emphasis_on this in the second year.

Notwithstanding the fadt that there are a tumber of YCCIP proj-
ects that appear to be effective in providing well supervised and pro-
ductive jobs, the overall approach does not appear to have caught on. The
concept of straight work experience goes aghinst the prevailing local
sentiments in favor of providing comprehenﬁive services to jobless high
school dropouts., Given the climate in which CETA programs operate, the
extra administrative burden réquired .to implement and maintain YCCIP proj-
ects also makes them unpopular.

&
’

\ YCCIP got off- the ground in fiscal 1978 despite its small size
and disproportionately high overhead in extra time, - design effort,” and
general administrative headaches. But during the period of uncertainty
over YEDPA authorization and funding lévels in the early fall of 1978,
YCCIP suffered far .more than YETP. Set up as discrete projects,. YCCIP
activities frequently did not have the momentum to carry them through from
one fiscal year to the next. They were likely candidates for deferred
funding. DeKaldb County, Coastal Bend, and El Paso po?!poned 'start-up of
‘their second year YCCIP programs. Administrative staff in Kitsap County,
frustrated with the lack of flexibility im YCCIP, quit trying to integrate
it with other activities ami eventually joined Clark County in eliminating
it \gltogether. ‘The consensus in those places has been that they can uti-
lize' YETP jto serve the same ‘population served with YCCIP. Apparently the
loss of “the YCCIP allocations is affordable financially agd defensible
politically, .

A}
“

Assiring the Quality of YEDPA Programming

"\ The dominant prime ‘Sponsoy response to the YEDPA accent on qual-
fty worksites, supervision, and general programming implies that there had
- been lft®je prior attention to quality. Local administrators welcomed what
" they percAived to be a new federal interest. And despite the-fact that
there are n& fard incentives for quality programming (1ncrensed allocations
; for good programs or decreased allocations for satisfacto;x_p):agrams that
could be improved) there appears to have been a jump fto%1978 to 1979 in-
the attention that sponsors .are paying to program oPéK.‘ations and results,

: ' TTT——
e - In addition to the\expl:ieit federal cdncern with program quality,
o : two other factors seem to have fostered the prime sponsor push in that
> direction: time and the know},edge development mandates. In the first year
, of YEDPA programning, prime‘ sponsors were behind before they even got
started. They werg atruggling to implement new and unfamiliar programs as
‘late as half-way into the fiscal year, while being barraged from Washington

i
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with changing signals about the pace of youth program operations and orders
reggrding shifts in policies in other CETA programs. Late in the first
year, uncertainty over CETA reauthorization a funding levels also put
program management on a day-by-day basis. Sponsors hardly had time to
react and put programs in place, let alone pay attention to the effects
those programs were having. Going into the second year of youth pro-
gramming, the pace, though still hectic, permitted more attention to little
luxuries, such as paying some care to program development and worksite
selection. But the idea of quality assurance also appeared to have been .
given a boost by the parallel national emphasis on "knowledge development."
That mandate gave evaluation activities a higher priority than they had
been accorded before. Although not seen as being the same thing, knowledge
development and the emphasis on program quality proved in many cases to go
hand-in-hand. One other factor that no doubt has given impetus to the
emphasis on quality has been CETA's bad press image. The national mandate
to stop "fraud and abuse" has forced local administrators to at least
document what they are doing to improve local accountability.

The Department of Labor's strongest emphasis on program quality
was with regard to establishing "meaningful"” jobs and well-supervised
worksites. It has been most explicit with YCCIP calling for projects in
which youths were producing "tangible outputs,” and actually specifying a
supervisor-to~enrollee ratio not less than ! to 12. Although not quite as
specific with YETP (and its much broader range of possible activities), the
Department has emphasized the importance of linking work experience to
training and school curricula.

In responding to the broad DOL mandate for assuring quality of

programs, local sponsors could do very little in the first year except
include the usual boilerplate assurances in their plans. But in the second
year, ther.hggnquﬁ%ablishing priorities and. fleshing out strategies for
monitoring program quality.
; Prime “sponsors have devoted the greatest attention to super-
vislon.; Sponsors share the Department's concern over the difference that
good supervision can make. But the emphasis also appears to be due to the
fact that sponsors can get better control over supervision than other
program variables. Sponsors have had difficulty placing youth in jobs
related to their career goals and in jobs that offer experience that can be
used in private sector employment. They see supervision as a way of pro-
viding at least good work habits that youth can take anywhere.

Although sponsors have found it easier to control the guality of
supervision than other variables, {t is not a simple job. Appearing to
have little difficulty meeting the Department's prescribed ratio of 12
enrollees for every supervisor in YCCIP, many have gone much further by
requiring lower ratios. But, of course, the quality of worksites and even
supervision hinges on more than simple ratics.

It also depends on the nature of the worksite and the supervisors
themselves. Greene County originally assigned one supervisor to five
enrollees in its YCCIP projects, but found that program design made it
desirable to assign one supervisor for up to 30 participants in some YETP
worksites, The Department of Labor, gracefully, did not try to specify

-~
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supervisor qualifications; but aspects of program design dictated and even
worked at cross-purposes to good supervision., The YCCIP project approach
frequently was most easily handled by staffing projects with public service
employees. They were administratively coavenient to assign and inexpen-
sive; but they sometimes lacked both supervisory expertise and work skills
which they would pass on to enrollees. ' The YCCIP supervisors are also more

"likely to be young. In some cases, as in Rockford, they have actually been

othrer YCCIP enrollees. YETP, on the other hand, permits better situations.
The YETP work experience positions have been developed in mainstream work
areas where enrollees frequently work with permanent employees amd share
the same supervisors.

Supervision was the most identifiable and easily used quality
criterion in the first year of YEDPA, But it has not been the only sig-
nif icant determinant of quality. The structure of local operations has a
persuasive effect on how seriously "quality" is taken and whether or not it
is an enforceable standard. In Chicago, quality is hard to deliver because
the local administrators interested in it and ultimately responsible to the
Department of Labor for it are four levels removed from the actual pro-
grams. The actual worksites are run by subcontractors to CBOs, who receive
money trom c¢ity agencies, who, in turn, receive it from the sponsor.
Hartford is in a similar situation, Cook County manpower authorities,
although not so far removed from program operations, must rely on inde-
pendent program agents to delivery the quality that the sponsors promise.
Sponsors have also complained that the limited allowance for supervisory and
supply costs is inadequate for properly administering some programs, YCCIP
especially.

With the onus on them to assure program quality, sponsors have
gone bevoad the procedural requiréments and program specifications of the
Department of Labor in order to keep tabs on local programs and improve
local dccountability for program results. The extra measures are both
passive--program design requirements--and active--monitoring and operation
procedures.,

Sponsors 11k hicago and Cook County that rely heavily on sub-
contractors to operate programs are trying to improve programs by becoming
increasingly preseriptive about program design and procedures. Chicago
emphas izes building rehabilitation for worksites because administrators
feel the quality of the work experience is superior to that found in social
service activites., Cook County administrators, after specifyiung quality of
supervision for 1978 programming, paid more attention in 1979 to factors
ret lecting client needs and program outcomes. Schools are required to
certify work experience as being relevant to educational and career goals.
One CBY that submitted a questionable project proposal was turned down
until 1t could obtain employer testimony as to the marketability of skills
the project would teach. FEven where sponsors are not prescriptive, they
are requiring, increasingky, that program deliverers specify supervisor-
to-enrollee ratios, assure that worksites meet safety standards, and de-
geribe the kinds of servi ‘s available to enrollees.

Many sponsors are also adopting aggressive monitoring programs

(or requiring program deliverers to do so). In Kitsap County, warksites
are visited every 2 to 6 weeks. Muskegon is tracking sites with the help
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of {its management information system. Greene County, .putting a strong
emphasis on work experience quality, conducfed two system-wide evaluations
in August 1978 and January 1979 which were used as the basis for deciding
whether to extend funding a summer project to year-round. Detroit has
added money to permit program operators to add new supervisors to act as
trouble-shooters and counselors. Some sponsors, such as Charlotte and
Muskegon, are also making an effort to evaluate supervisors in addition to
woeeotfirollees. In order to get supervisors more involved in the developmental
' program, Kitsap County now prepares learning plans for each enrollee, which
supervisors review, noting the competencies gained by each enrollee.
Kalamazoo's youth services committee is considering plans to explore ways
for improving worksite quality in {its 1980 knowledge development plan.f____-
It remains to be seen whether the current attempts to upgrade
local programs and monitor their activities will result in better outcomes.
But for a number of reasons, sponsors appear at least to be worrying about
that' issue.

13
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SERVING YOUTH MOST IN NEED

YEDPA was designed as a targeted program to concentrate work
experience, training, and other job services on specific categories of
youth. YCCIP is aimed at 16-19 year old out~of-school jobless youth; there
is no income eligibility criterion. YETP is targeted for 14-21 year old
in-school, underemployed and unemployed youths from families whose current
family income is less than 85 percent of the BLS lower living standard. Up
to 10 percent of the YETP funds in a prime sponsorship can be spent on
projects mixing income-eligible enrollees and enrollees from families whose
income exceeds the 85 percent threshold. But, such "mixed-income projects”
must be part of an experimental design to test the effectiveness of pro-
grams with mixed enrollments relative to programs composed entirely of
economically disadvantaged youth. Such projects are subject to approval by

the Department of Labor.
)

Although the taré;ting provisions include fairly specific sug-
gestions, they leave prime sponsors with a large degree of latitude in
selecting youths to serve. The income eligibility criterion under YETP and
the age cut-offs for YETP and YCCIP are the only enforceable client cate-
gories. The flexibility 1is intended to permit prime sponsors to better
adapt youth programs to the participant needs of each sponsor area. The
hope at the national level consistently has been, however, that prime
sponsors would serve those youths most in need, that is, those youths with

the least chance of finding assistance from other sources.

Since YCCIP and YETP were first introduced, prime sponsors have
followed the statutory enrollment requirements with only minor difficulty
and appear to be following the Department of Labor emphasis on serving the
most economically disadvantaged youth. The different targeting provisions
of the two programs have created distinctive enrollment profiles. Un-
fortunately, the process of singling out particular subgroups for emphasis
is not becoming any more systematic than it was during YEDPA start-up, nor
has it taken on much more than symbolic value. It continues to be an
arbitrary political process responding to interest group demands for
special attention while complying with DOL planning requirements. Even
where a deliberate process is used to identify underserved groups, there
are only rare attempts to tallor services to their particular needs.

The YCCIP Cliert Profile

YCCIP has attracted a more educationally disadvantaged group of
enrollees in a narrower age group than YETP. Nationally, slightly more
than two-thirds of all YCCIP enrollees 8sre dropouts. That overall figure

holds for the sponsors covered i{n this study, although the proportion of

dropouts ranged from under 6 percent to 100 percent. Of the 1l sponsors
whose YCCIP program enrollments consisted of less than 60 percent dropouts,
fewer than half made up a sizeable portion of the difference with high
school graduates., Instead, most of those with low enrollments of dropouts
run programs featuring part-time jobs and enroll large proportions of
fn-school youth. Reasons for low dropout enrolliments varied. Connecticut
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ROS emphasized serving dropouts in 1979. But because sub-agents around the
state did not carry out the state level policy, relatively few were en-

‘rolled. Fewer than 55 percent of Atlanta's enrollees were dropouts because

large numbers of high school graduates were still looking for work.

One of the earix concerns over the YCCIP program was that, be-
cause it had no income eligibility criterion, local sponsors would enroll a
client group less economically disadvantaged than if their choice was
constrained. Based on the first few months of operations, it appeared that
sponsors were enrolling economically disadvantaged youth as if YCCIP were
an income tested program. But because most sponsors were still building
enrollments at that time, no pattern was certain. Since then, however, it
has become clear that sponsors are reserving YCCIP for economically dis-
advantaged youth. Nationally, more than a fifth of all enrollees are from
families on AFDC. Three-fifths are from families in poverty. Indeed,
YCCIP is serving a more economically disadvantaged population than YETP, an
income tested program. Of the major cities studied, only Portland's YCCIP
enrollments included more than 5 percent non-economically disadvantaged
youth. At least part of this may be because Portland is wealthier and
whiter than the other cities.

There are a number of reasons for the high enrollment of eco-
nomically disadvantaged youth in YCCIP. The most widely stated is that the
sponsors want to serve those most in need. No doubt, at least one factor
in that preference is the political .clout of interest groups representing
the poor. That makes it politically hazardous not to serve the hardest-
pressed youth. Another factor may be a high concentration of economically
disadvantaged youth in the YCCIP applicant pool. Although data are not
available to determine whether the applicant pool is any different from
that for YETP, observers frequently note the stigma attached to any CETA
program and cite this as a factor discouraging interest among higher income
youth. Because YCCIP offers only work experience and money (minimum wage
at that), youths who do not meet the income criterion may face better
options: they are not as hard-pressed to earn money for survival and they
probably have better access to higher paying jobs. Administrative expe-
diency may also contribute to the high proportion of economically dis-
advantaged youth in YCCIP. Forced to comply with three sets of income
eligihility criteria for the summer program, YCCIP and YETP, some sponsors
try to enroll those youth meeting the strictest criteria, so they can be
referred anywhere.

One of the weak points of YCCIP is its underenrollment of fe-
males. Nationally, about three out of four enrollees are male; aggregate
figures for sponsors included in this study are comparable. There has been
no appreciable improvement since the programs got underway. At least part
of that problem is ascribable to YCCIP's heavy emphasis on dropouts. The
rationale is that female dropouts are fewer in number and less likely to
enter the labor market after they drop out, and so the YCCIP applicant pool
{s heavily male. In fact, the relationship between school status and the
proportion of females is not convincing.  The emphasis on "tangible output"
projects--i.e., projects- that involve comstruction and rely on jobs mnot
traditionally filled by females--appears to be more important in tilting
YCCIP enrollments heavil favor of males. The sponsors with higher than
average enrollments of "females, such as Kalamazoo, Detroit, Marin, and
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Worcester, consistently ran YCCIP projects that were more service oriented
and featured jobs which were not sex-stereotyped.

T_he YETP Client Profile

Under YETP prime sponsors can offer a wider range of services
(more than just work experiences as under YCCIP), serve larger numbers of
youth (YETP allocations are more than four times as large as YCCIP al-
locations), and enroll youths from a wider age range (14-21 years old for
YETP compared to 16-19). The dnly YETP eligibility restriction is the
income test for enrollees. Because of the wider target population and
range of services, the YETP client population is more diverse than that of
YCCIP. '

Thanks to the emphasis on service to in=school youth, most en-
rollees have been 19 or under (roughly 90 percent nationally and among the
sponsors studied). Furthermore, facing a demand for services that has
consistently outstripped what sponsors have been able to supply, they have
concentrated on serving older youth who seem to be the ones in most acute
need. Of the programs with relatively large (20 percent or more) en-
. rollments of 14-15 year olds, however, most rely heavily on schools as
program agents. Local schools run the largest YETP programs in Worcester,
and more than a fifth of the sponsor's enrollees are 14~15 year olds (100
percent are students). In Rockford, Columbus/Franklin, Clark County, Grand
Rapids and Lansing, where the schools have a large role in the YETP pro-
grams, the proportion of 14-15 year olds ranges up to two-fifths. The
reasons vary. Many educators feel that for the youngsters who drop out,
most have already made the decision well before they reach their sixteenth
birthday and so in-school programs intended to prevent dropouts concentrate
on the age group where the decisions are made. Some schools have been
unable to reach out-of-school youth. It also appears that the in-school
programs emphasize work experience ‘less and counseling and classroom
services more, thus appealing less to older students, who usually have more
options for work than their younger brothers and sisters. In at least one
sponsorship with high 14-15 year old enrollments, other forces have been at
‘work. Although schools did not have an exceptionally large role in
Boston's YETP program, the presence of an experimental youth incentive
entitlement pilot project restricted to 16-19 year olds relieved some of
the pressure on YETP program operators to enroll older youth. There, 14-15
year olds comprise nearly a third of the YETP enrollment.

Some local manpower administrators did not follow the Department
of Labor's ecmphasis on in-school youth, enrolling instead dropouts and
graduates suffering from acute employment problems. Nearly half the
sponsors studied ran YETP programs that served the older youth tradi-
tionally served by CETA non-youth programs, out of habit and a lack of
deliberate policy emphasis on any new programs that might reach out to an
{n-school population. In other areas the enrollment of out-of~school youth

is deliberate. Lane County and Portland are both increasing enrollments of .
out=-of=school youth and anticipate even larger enrollments among that group

as more learn of the programs by word of mouth. Some big citiles such as
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Atlanta, San Francisco, and Detroit enroll relatively few Iin-schoolers
because it is felt that out-of-school youth face more limited oppor-
tunities. In Durham, the tread towards serving more dropouts appedrs to be
reinforced by the stigma attached to the Durham CETA programs in gemeral.
Severely criticized by the Durham mayor, the prime sponsorship has become a
political football and is in no position to build the bridges with loecal
education agencies that might help it 1increase in-school enrollments.

Exceptions notwithstanding, YETP is successful in reaching large
numbers of in-school youth. Local administrators have taken the DOL
mandate seriously and are implementing it. Where in-school youth are being
underserved, it sometimes is because local officials have adopted different
priorities and strategies and are downgrading the importance of serving
high school students. More frequently, though, local economic and po-
litical conditions, a lack of good contact with local schools, and es-
tablished service patterns impinge on the ability of sponsors to reach and
enroll more students.

The Significance of "Significant Segments"

One of the trademarks of CETA legislation has been the inclusion
of significant sements of the population singled out for special treatment,
Continuing this tradition, YEDPA and the DOL regulations encourage §pONSors
to single out population subgroups suffering especially acute labor market
problems or not being enrolled in sufficiently large numbers. Prime spon-
sors dutifully have been identifying "significant segments,’ sometimes
setting enrollment target levels, and trying to enroll accordingly. Three
patterns related to these natiiomal targeting directives have emetrged. In
one pattern prime sponsors merely identify in their plans significant
segments and do nothing to assure they are adequately enrolled or served.
In another, sponsors identify and enroll particular target groups. In a
third, they identify and enroll target groups and adapt services to the
needs peculiar to the target groups.

A high proportion of sponsors still fall into the first pattern.
Although the Department of Labor began asking sponsors in fiscal 1979 to
specify the rationale for identifying significant segmeuts in their annual
plans, the exercise appears to be as meaningless as tiie rest of the plan-
ning exercise. Sponsors frequently specify arbitrary proportions of dif-
ferent population subgroups without regard to the proportion they make up
in the eligible pool. There is also an enormous amount of overlap between
_categories and little attention paid to why subgroups ought to be enrolled.
One sponsor specified black youth, white youth, males and females as sig-
nificant segments. Falling victim to the isolated advocacies of disparate
interest groups, specification of significant segments is becoming in some
areas a test of political influence. ’

Presumably, one of the reasons for identifying special target
groups {s to correct situations in which sponsors are underserving classes
of eligible youth., In fact, where sponsors do specify plans for increasing
enrollments of particular groups, they rarely specify how. For some, it is
not a4 problem: they are able to identify and enroll target subgroups
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through their normal intake mechanisms. But for some subgroups that
strategy simply does not work. Juvenile offenders and handicapped youth
are not likely to be reached using conventional intake operations. Because
special measures are not taken, these two categories of youth are con-
sistently under-enrolled relative to their incidence in the universe of
need. The areas that enroll sizeable numbers of these, youths do so only
after making special arrangements, with correctional facilities, for
$

example.

wWwith few exceptions, sponsors do very little to adapt program
services to the particular needs of their selected target groups. There
are a number of reasons for this. First, many of the significant segments
are identified by demographic characteristics, not need characteristics,
and so there is little need for differentiating services for them. The
obTective is not to meet particular needs but to serve greater numbers of
particular groups. '

Second, there are very real constraints on the variety and
quantity of services that sponsors can offer. To a large degree, the
client population must adapt to existing programs rather than the converse.
The service mix that sponsors can offer to clients is determined first by
existing program operation capabilities. Within a basic offering, services
can be adapted, but an entirely new client group with totally different
needs is probably not going to be able to obtain services tailored to those
needs; at least not until sponsors have developed new capabilities.

A third reason sponsors have not come up with new categories of
services adapted to particular needs of significant segments is that there
{s overlap among population subgroups and their needs. Many of the needs
of juvenile offenders, handicapped, high school students or dropouts are
not peculiar to any one of the groups. They all have need of labor market
services and have something to gain from work experience. Moreover, be-
cause of the {ncreasing reliance on centralized intake, assessment, and
referral offices, and on individual career development plans, it is dif-
ficult and, some feel, {inappropriate to create or designate separate
service components for particular client groups.

None of these reasons is totally convincing. The process of
fdentifying "significant segments" lontinues to be an empty exercise in
many instances. Some population subgroups, such as dropouts and handi-
capped vouth, have special necds for compensatury education, coping skills,
and speclalized skill tralning. For them, simply being assured that they
will be enrolled in existing programs is not enough. For them, the process
of {dentifying "significant segments" must also drive a companjion process
for planning additional services.

Youthd As More Than Clients -

As in other ventures in federalism, the Youth Employment and
Demonstration Projects Act encourages Iinvolvement of local players in
formulating youth policy by mandating establishment of youth advisory
councils. The councils sre intended .to provide a channel for citizen input

18



32

in policv design, program planning, and program wonitoring. The Department
of Labor regulations also gequire youth membership on the councils.

From the beginning, {t seemed that the ideas of youth councils
and youth participation on them weré in trouble. Experience since mid-1977
has not changed those early tentative conclusions. With a few exceptions,
the councils themselves are not marginally effective in their planning
and/or oversight role. Their significance is further diminished by the
fact that the councils have not provided an effective forum for youth
participation.

The Faulty Design of Youth Councils

Complying with the letter of the law, all CETA sponsors went
through the motions of setting up youth councils. The councils in general
have proven to be little more than an extension of the symbolic partici-
patory democracy for which the full CETA advisory councils stand. The vast
majority of the youth councils meet regularly, at least on a quarterly
-basis. They customarily review prime sponsor plans and modifications and,
frequently, contract proposals. As a rule, their recommendations are
subject to review by the full CETA councils, a review that is little more
than a pro forma exercise since the youth councils are usually-a subor-
dinate ~:dy of the full councils with a great deal of overlap in member-
ship.

The vouth councils are not particularly effective in initiating
or leading policy for a number of reasons. First, their members lack a
familiarity and facility with youth manpower policy issues and YEDPA. This
is a deficiency that time could cure were it not for other shortcomings of
the councils. Like the CETA councils, the youth councils also are at the
mercy of the CETA staff. Although the councils exist by right, under the
law, thev recelve their information, and to a great extent their agendas,
from the "supporting” CETA staff.

The lack of effectiveness of the youth councils restricts their
advocacy role. Because of their perceived powerlessness, the councils have
not proven to be effective mechanisms for marshaling local non-CETA
resources for fighting problems of youth employment. They do not control
any resources themselves and are hardly in a position to offer much mwore
than moral leadership, if they are inclined to provide even that. Because
of the overlap in membtership  between the youth councils and the full CETA
councils, and subordinate relationship of the youth councils (Cook County,
for example, simply added three youths to the CETA council to constitute
{ts youth council), they cannot be relied upon as advocates for youth
within the CETA system. The policies expressed by the youth councils have,
in effect, already been fashioned to accommodate the priorities of the full
council,

None of this is to imply that independent and activist youth
councils do not exist. They do, but at th sufferance of CETA staff.
Lansing, Rockford, Clark County, Sonoma County and DeKalb County are all
sponsors with independent-minded youth councils that initiate ideas of
their own and do not rubberstamp staff proposals. But in each case, that
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style appears to have emerged because local staff are committed to stim-
ulating citizen input and have granted the councils. decisionmaking au~
thority that is not assured in the law or regulations. Chicago appears to
be the only example of an activist council that effectively asserts 1its
views without regard to CETA staff preferences. It does that apparently
because of the political muscle of the youth council which grows in part
from its membership representing all its funded subgrantees.

Perhaps the most important reason for the youth councils' rel-
ative impotence 1is not -the circumscribed advisory authority they are
granted by law and regulations, but the lack of decisions in which they can
bring their opinions to bear. Lacking much advance notice on allocations,
changes in regulations, and, as happened in the fall of 1978, changes in
legislation, the youth councils have little range in the options they can
discuss intelligently. As one CETA official complained: "DOL does not
plan .... Because DOL doesn't plan, we can't." (Vernon Briggs, Page C-8).

Of course, much of the blame must fall on the Congress for moving
legislation slowly and dragging its feet on appropriations. But the De-
partment of Labor 1is also gullty. Regulations are rarely available far
enough in advance to be useful (although YCCIP and YETP regulations were
published more quickly than is usually the case with other CETA programs).
The Department also failed to get legislative proposals for reauthorization
of CETA (and the youth programs) to the Congress soon enough to have a-
verted delays in the reauthorization process. Furthermore, the Department
has consistently failed to ask for forward funding of any CETA activ-
ities-~-a measure that {f adopted could eliminate at least some of the
uncertainty over local allocations.

Lacking accurate and reliable information on local needs, as well
as advance notice on the resources, many councils are hard-pressed to
develop even a range of contingency strategles. To fill the void left by
information gaps, councils, where they are active, push ahead, often making
recommendations on the basis of political factors.

The Difficulty of Getting Youth Involved

Aside from focusing on youth as a client group, strategists at
the national level have also encouraged - local youth administrators to get
youth f{nvolved as more then program recipients. DOL regulations require
that the councils include youths as members, and the 1977 youth planning
charter suggests that local sponsors employ youth in a staff capacity where
possible.

In fact, the attempts to get youth involved In anything but a
client capacity have been largely ipneffectual and, in the opinion of an
increasing number of local officials, wrong-headed.

There are a few isclated cases of effectual youth involvement on
the planning councils. Not surprisingly, the only councils that can point
to regular and active participation ar¢ the ones that themselves are ef-
fective. But most youth councils experience spotty and declining attend-
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ance among their youth members. The reasons vary. Frequently, the meeting
schedules conflict with school schedules. The far-flung operations of
halance of state prime sponsorships pose transportation difficulties for
youth members. But the principal reasons seem to be more subgtantive.
Much of the subject matter under consideration by the councils has been
complex, requiring more time and attention than most youthw~and adults—-
have been able to give. Many youths on councils lack confidence. Left to
sink or swim, the youths have usually sunk. They have also been quick to
catch on to the charade aspects of some council proceedings. Not having
anything immediately at stake, as adult members representing CBOs, interest
groups, and program agencies frequently do, the younger members have lost
interest quickly. Even where youths do attend and participate, many have
been intimidated by the one-on-one contact with adults.

Although the youth councils have not been very effective in
getting youths involved, that has not been because of an aversion by CETA
sponsors to youth participation. Some have made serious attempts to work
with non~CETA youth groups and establish alternative mechanisms for youth
{nvolvement. Santa Clara's staff achieved some youth involvement in its
deliberations by relying on the non-CETA Santa Clara Valley Youth Com=-
mission. The Rockford prime sponsorship set up an independent Youth Ad-
vocate Board (all youth) whose representatives had more to say in the youth
council proceedings than the youth council. In ‘Alamance, there 1s an
unofficfal group of high school students meeting twice weekly who forward
their thoughts to the youth staff. There is some overlap between the group

~and the official youth council, but the former has proven more active and,

in the opinion of the CETA youth staff, more effective. Other sponsors
have tried everything from informal "rap" sessions to soliciting youth
views from governmental youth commissions.

These alternative channels are, at best, provisional. But,-
relying entirely on youths, they appear to serve as more effective in-
struments for articulating the viewpoints of youths than almost any of the
councils., The problem- with them, as with some of the working councils,
however, is what happens with those views once they have been presented.

In the youth planning charter distributed by the Department of
Labor to prime sponsors in the fall of 1977, the Department suggests em-
ploying youth in a staff capaclty whenever possible., Few sponsors have
actually tried that, and the ones that have show mixed results. In 1978, a
CBO in one sponsurship trained YETP enrollees to operate a youth employment
service which proved fairly effective in placing non-YETP youth in unsub-
sidized jobs. When the project was tried in another area, it did not do as
well, Other sponsors found that placing youth in supervisory positions was
frequently a mistake because they lacked requisite job skills. Pushed too
quickly, the youths were frustrated and lost {nterest in the work.

As a rule, prime sponsors had their hands full just developing
Programs under YCCIP and YETP. Th - had little time, inclination, or
incentive to work serlously on pumpiag youths for their ideas or placing
them in staff positions, Over time, such lower priority activities may be
feasible. But, at a minimum, it appears that getting youths involved as
more than participants is not a cut-and-dried process of program develop-
ment and enrollment. It requires more time and attention to detail than
sponsors can currently afford.
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« THE PRIME SPONSOR LEARNING EXERCISE ¢

One of the most important distinguishing characteristics of YEDPA
{s the premium it puts on increasing understanding about the nature of
youth employment problems and the effectiveness of different strategies. for
dealing with those problems. The hope of YEDPA architects and Department
of Labor administratqrs is that a few vears' work of well-documented ex-
periments will prove a useful investment, yielding more effective programs
in the long-run.

There i{s a dual focus to the YEDPA learning component, or "knowl-.

edge development” as it has come to be known: a national and a local
focus. At the national level, the U.S. Department of Labor Office of Youth
Frograms is supporting demonstration and research projects funded with
discretionary monies. A few CETA prime sponsors have been selected to
operate highly structured pilot projects testing the effect of guaranteed
jobs on high school dropout rates and youth employment behavior. Other
demonstration projects are being funded 'to test the relative effectiveness
of different program deliverers, possible approaches to linking education
with employment, and strategies for increasing job opportunities in the
private sector for youth. Additionally, research is being done to examine
causes of youth unemployment, to determine who It affects, and how {t
affects them over time.

Tt < other aspect of knowledge development activities, of par-.

ticular intecest for the purpose of this report, is the evdluation, re-
~ search and demonstration work all sponsors are expected to carry onin
implementing their youth programs. It is hoped that these initiatives will
provide CETA operators with immediately relevant lessons on how to deal
with youth employment problems. A secondary objective is that knowledge
development activities will spur local administrators to institutionalize
processes for assessing programs and utilizing evaluation findings in new
policy foYmulation. ‘

-~

Selling "Rnowledge Develgpment”

Knowledge development at the national level is attracting a great
samount of resources and attention. The first two years of research, dem-

oflstration and evaluation activities are costing an. estimated $500 million

(this includes more than $220 million for the Youth Incentive Entitlement
Pilot .Projects) and are at center-stage as the Carter administration and
the Congress consider what to do for an encore to YEDPA (which expires
September 30, 1980). |

K The energy that has gone into planning national knowledge de-
velopment activities has not been matched by attempts to provide guidance
for those planning local knowledge development activities. Prime sponsors
have, been almostoentirely on their own when it has come to developing re-
search, demonstration or evaluation initiatives, or testing Annovative
program ideas. There was some irony to this. Sponsors usually find them-
selves trying to get out from under the yoke of what they see to be ;heavy
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federal regulation. Under the knowledge “development mandate, they were
given a great deal of discretion, but then started looking desperately for
federal guidance., In fact the freedom to innovate was illusory 1in wany
respects, Sponsors were bound by the same statutory and regulatory re-~
quirements explicitly governing any other program not specifically geared
to "knowledge development.” Amid the growing public concern over fraud and
abuse in CETA, sponsors were understandably circumspect about trying any-
thing too far out of the ordinary without knowing cxactly what the rules of
the game were. ¢ ‘

The "Youth Planning Charter,"” distributed by the Department of
Labor in the fall of 1977, provided the bulk af what little guidance spon-
sors received. The grant applications that sponsors must complete before
receiving funding require sponsors to describe knowledge development ac-
tivities, but the 1nstruc;ions'accompanyiﬁé the grant application provide
no guidance about what activities Gre allowable or recommended. The only
mention “of knowledge ~development in the regulations refers to the ex-
perimental conditions under which spomsors can allow up to 10 percent of
their enrollees to he from families above YEDPA eligibility levels (the "10
percent mixed income test"). Moreover, the regional offices-~the national
link with local sponsors--although briefed by nafional office represent-
atives on the subject of knowledge development, were not adequately
equipped nor, in some cases, disposed to guide local implementation of the
mandates., ——— :

Vague guidance notwithstanding, local -youth administrators were
burdened with a mandate for a local "knowledge development plan" for their

- youth programs. Under the gun to do something, most sponsors responded.

Some repackaged evaluation work they had already been doing and called it
knowledge development. Most made an attempt at some kind of explicit
evaluatien exercise; some were quite elaborate. A few got away with doing
nothing.

On the balance, though, the blunt and ambiguous mandate produced
a surprising amount of new local activity, as much, it might be argued, as
the detajled and overly-prescriptive fiats usually handed down by the
national office. What Is especially promising is the fact that in the

_second year of the youth programs, local sponsors, still lacking specific

national office guldance, took the initiative in judging the merits of
thelr knowledge development projects and frequently complctely revamped
them. |

The Prime Sponsor Response

Prime sponsors were not particularly receptive in the fall of
19/7 to the DUL requirement for local knowledge development. Not only was
tt another requirement they had to satisfy, but it was very unspécified.
Dulled by the detailed instructions they had been receiving from Washington
practically since the inception of CETA, they were not prepared for ex-
ercises in creative thinking. Confused by the term, "knowledge develop-
ment,”™ sponsors frequently toyed with the idea -of elaborate social ex-
periments, including treatment groups of program clients and non-partici-
pating control groups. More than a fourth of the sponsors studied at-
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tempted fairly sophisticated assessments. More than half of the elaborate

. _plans were some variation of the "10 percent mixed income test." Among the

' others, Somona County opted for a twd-part research project designed first,
to determine whether the overtime work of local employers'could be re-
structured so as to create entry-level sgkill jobs for youth. -The second
part of the project was then to try placing youth in any restructured job
that could be created. The project never got past the first stage, how~
ever. When prime sponsor representatives found neither employers nor
workers receptive to job restructuring, they discontinued\it. Muskegon
established an elaborate battery of achievement, aptitude’'and attitude
tests to administer to enrollees before and after participation in YEDPA
programs. The objective was to determine which tests would be useful
assessment tools.

Rockford undertook what was perhaps the most ambitious of the
knowledge development ventures. The -youth staff tried to build knowledge
development components into everything they did. For assistance, they
brought in a planning team from Northern Illinois University and recruited
‘a part-time graduate student. They adopted pre- and post-tests of self-
concept and mock job applications. Project activities were structured with
an eye towards fucilitating evaluation., Program agents were thoroughly
briefed on the importance of knowledge development and their role in {it.
The ultimate objective was to use information about agency and program
effectiveness for a handbook on career preparation. However, the Rockford
knowledge development initiatives fell short of the mark. Some of the LEAs
slated to participate backed out; the client subgroups envisioned by plan-
ners did not materialize and local administrators found it unpardonable to

| arbitrarily exclude some youth from participating for the sake of setting

‘ up control groups, FEventually, the parent CETA organization, alarmed by
the independence and ambitious plans of the youth office, wrested some of
the decisionmaking authority away from the youth program director, further
undercutting the plans for experimentation.

As a rule, the mixed income tests were not especially fruitful
exercises either. It was not practical to attempt careful experimentation
in sprawling, decentralized balance of state ‘ sponsorships. Even more
centralized spon#ors encountered difficulty in setting up sufficientlyr
large control and treatment groups. ° In some cases, local experimenters

. asserted that the small absolute size of the programs and number of en-

> rollevs prevented them from coming up with credible results, Others found

their experimental models awkward and unrealistic when they were unable to
control for or even adequately measure non-income variables.

Design and management problems also plagued the 10 percent mixed
fncome tests. In Charlotte, school officdials responsible for enrollee
intake found out belatedly about the need to enroll "non-eligible" partic~
ipants for the evaluation, and were nevé%}able to get enough participants
into the experimental project. In LansIng, there were. similar problems
when some. program operators failed to get institutions to enroll partici-
pants above the elfgibility threshold. The Marin County profect started

i " too late in the program year to provide any conclusive results.

A few 'sponsors trying the 10 percent mixed income -test ran the
projects long enough to get some results, but bgcause of faulty design and
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late starts, they are of questionable significance. Officials in Corpus
Christi, for example, simply compared program performance of -CETA eligibles
to non-eligibles and found the former to have a higher completion rate, and
found the latter to receive higher job ratings. . But the experiment could
demonstrate nothing about the benefit of mixed income classes. Sponsor
of ficials in Oakland set up comparisons between a mixed income group and
one composed of only YEDPA-eligible youth. They found no difference be-
tween the groups. Lansing was the only sponsor to set up an appropriately
designed mixed income test, and, despite problems, run it to full term.
Officials found the mixed group to show better attitude changes than the
unmixed group.

It appears that most of the sponsors that tried sophisticated
knowledge development strategies were not aware of what they were getting
themselves into. The mote seasoned CETA administrators avoided fancy
plans. But less experienced administrators, ambitious to conform to what
they perceived DOL policy to be, did indeed learn souething. Frustrated by
methodological and managerial barriers to careful social experimentation,
nearly all the sponsors that tried to implement elaborate plans for 1978
fell back to less ambitious goals for 1979. They realized they were not in
a good position to conduct sophisticated research projects. But more
importantly, they appeared to reject the notion that such experiments would
provide them with useful information they would feel confident incorpo-
rating in new policy.

Only two sponsors extended their mixed income tests into 1979.
One, DeKalb County, revamped its 1978 plaf, but still is having trouble
with its experimental design. Lansing, héwever, had more success with its
first year effort and has enlarged its experimental and control groups for
1979. .
Most sponsors did not respond to the DOL knowledge development
order with such sophisticated projects. Some, inured to flutters in na-
tional policy, were not inclined to overreact to what theysaw as a whim of
the national office. Others imply were not confident going ahead with
clepant experiments and chose to stick to more basic approaches. Although
it is difficult to document neatly, there seems to have been better de-
veloped prime sponsor priorities and policies among those opting for modest
knowledge development activities than among the sponsors opting for am-
bitious plans. In the absence of firm local agendas, many of the latter

‘seemed too willing to go full speed ahead into areas they were ill-equipped

The sponsors in’ the first group, however, committed to their own
way of doing things, were less “Inclined to undertake activities radically
different from their usual fare. What they did in the name. of knowledge
development was less ambitious on paper, less a departure from established
policy, In some cases, "knowledge development” was merely a matter of
stretching definitions; sponsors launched activities they would have
launched anyway, but put them under the rubric of knowledge development.
San Francisco's knowledge development plan was a modest one that estab-
lished a centralized youth intake, assessment, referral and placement
function. According to one staff member, the purpose was ''to demonstrate
that two agencies, separately funded for different roles, or the same roles
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serving different populations, can serve jointly and cooperatively.”" (John
walsh, Page K-4). The sponsor also labeled two programs conducted in coop-
eration with local painting and construction trade unions as "innovative."
Apart from their respective mixed income experiments, both Oakland and
DeKalb County set up evaluations to compare the relative effectiveness of
YETP training and Title I training that had similar objectives but employed
different approaches. Both sponsors are continuing the profects in 1979.

In 1978, the Santa Clara sponsor decided to complete a youth
services inventory (which was required of all sponsors, anyway) and iden-
tify successful alternative methods for serving the vocational needs of
students not adequately served by traditional education. Lane County, at a
loss for new ideas, recycled a model first attempted under its summer youth
program, and paired trainable mentally retarded youngsters with other YETP
enrollees. The purpose was first, to develop training techniques and job
restructuring approaches for trainable mentally retarded youths and, sec-
ond, to develop training packages for the paired workers. ‘

Waterbury declined to undertake new activities in the name of
knowledge development, partly because administrators there presume an
inductive process encouraging generalizations 1s not productive in a
climate where programs dre so dissimilar and dependent on non-reproducible
variables. Administrators there also felt that '"knowledge development"
must be an {mplicit process, and no amount of formal structure can make it
work 1f {t Is not an integral part of overall management. Interestingly
enough, like Moliere's hero who spoke prose all his life and never knew it,
Waterbury has already been engaged in evaluation exercises that would rival
those of ambitious prime sponsor plans. The sponsor does one-, three~, and
twelve-month follow~up interviews on participants and also sends out ques-
tionnaires to supervisors, program operators and guidance counselors.

Kitsap County adapted its knowledge development plans to document
and vvaluate the untried process of collaboration with the local education
agency. Local evaluators examined 1in-school programs with reference to
performance goals, the effectiveness of competency-based training plans,
completion rates, the award of academic credit and other operational con-
siderations, apd the effectiveness of the sponsor efforts in encouraging
dropouts to return to school. Alamance County, faced with the mandate to
surve a new target group--ex-of fenders-~tried to learn something about why
ex~of fenders got into trouble and what could get them out., Chicago, con-
strained by interest groups that had no Interest in elaborate experiments,
and skeptical about what new could be gained from experiments (it already
had an established evaluation capacity), adopted a pragmatic, but ac-
ceptable (to the DOL regional office) evaluation strategy that, in the name
of {nnovation, changed the YCCIP program content and boosted the number of
supervisors on projects. '

These less elaborate evaluation approaches proved fruitful more

frequently than the sophisticated ones. They were more likely to be man-
ageable, to ptovide immediately useful Iinformation to prime sponsors, and
to serve as building blocks for expanded and/or more sophisticated proj-
ects. The praof of their advantage over the more elaborate studies is that
they were more likely to be extended after the first year.
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There were some sponsors who, for a number of reasons, did not
take the knowledge development mandate seriously and have done little or
notﬁing. Clark County made some half-hearted plans to determine whether
its'YCCIP project could increase school retention but attached no priority
to the undertaking, and nothing came of it. GCreene County, intimidated by
th idea of launching a complicated social experiment, chose to do nothing.
Cook County laid out plans to test the effectiveness of certain programs in
reducing dropout rates and in placing dropouts in jobs; however, it put the
onus for such studies on community-based organizations delivering the pro-
grams; little came of the efforts. Little appears to have changed in the
1979 plans of these sponsors. Clark County is indefinite. Greene County
stated in its plan that it intended to compare the records of two YCCIP
programs--one with support services and one without. But staff are still
scared off by the prospects of a design that would require control and
experimental groups.

For the prime sponsors not trying ambitious knowledge development
undertakings, the mandate 1is probably not having much effect. Many of
their "experiments” are experiments in name only, part of a charade to keep
the Department of Labor happy. Perhaps, with t : benefit of more time,
knowledge development will catch on in these areas; but that is not auto-
matic. The San Francisco prime sponsor director articulated a position-—
echoed elsewhere--against prime sponsor experimentation. Recalling man-
power program experiences during the 1960s, the sponsor director claimed
that one of the most important lessons from that era was that mixing action
programs with research caused problems, because the two got in the way of
each other.’

What More Can Be Expected?

YEDPA's middle name is "Demonstration," and there is no escaping

the fact that the Act was passed and has been implemented in the hope that
definitive lessons will be forthcoming to shed some light on the nature of
vouth employment problems and the relative effectiveness of possible solu-
tions to those problems. But the knowledge development mandate does not
mean locally what it means nationally and federal policy guidance should
recognize a differentiation between federal and local purposes. Federal
expectations about local knowledge development should be cast more clearly
to de-emphasize the content of particular experimental findings. Instead,
the emphasis should be on the process by which prime sponsor programs and
procedures are reviewed for the purpose of supporting locally initiated
policy change.

The most interesting and active participation in knowledge de-
v..lopment and most year-to-year continuity and cumulative progress has been
in sponsorships trying relatively unsophisticated data collection and
analysis and demonstrations. Those kinds of projects have been manageable
and, more importantly, the information they have produced has been useable
because they have focused on variables under control of the prime sponsors.
In contrast, the mixed income tests have proven to be difficult to design
and implement. Furthermore, their lessons--if any are forthcoming--are not
likely to be useable by local administrators. Without some kind of rati-
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fication by national policymakers, local sponsors cannot independently opt

to mix client groups, for example, as a matter of ongoing policy. Although

it {s unfair to form a complete judgment about the utility of mixed income
tests for local decisionmakers, more than a year of local knowledge
development initiatives does show them to be of little use. Word about the
problems with mixed income tests appears to travel fast. Most of the few __,
sponsors that tried them discontinued their efforts for 1979, and there was
only one sponsor that, not having tried them in 1978, tried to launch any

in 1979,

In general, it appears that the central determinant of how know-
ledge development is received locally has been how useful it was seen to be
locally. Where it pertains to matters within the control of spomsors, it
is accepted. But in the areas where experiments are investigating ques-
tions of only academic interest or issues (such as income mix) that can be
settled only at the federal level, the initiatives are either falling under
their own weight or are being sustained thanks mainly to the muscle of
dedicated local researchers and a prime sponsor willingness to go along in
the interest of placating the Department of Labor.




,
B

,

;
5.

43

: STRETCHING THE IMPACT OF NEW RESOURCES

When it was passed, YEDPA represented a major financial commit-
ment by the federal government to alleviating youth unemployment problems.
But policymakers in neither the Congress nor the Department of Labor had
delusions about what the new law might accomplish if the initial YCCIP and
YETP allocations were simply added to local programs. It was anticipated
that local decisionmakers might succumb to pressures for diverting re-
sources already serving youth away from them and letting the new monies
fill the void. N

Consequently, the Congress and the Department of Labor took steps
to assure that CETA sponsors would maintain their previous level of effort
in serving youth and assure that the new YEDPA resources would provide net
additional resources for youth. C&ress spelled out its intent in both
the law and legislative history. Sections 331 and 341 of the Act stated
that the new programs were to be '"supplementary to but not replacing op-
portunities available under Title I ©of [CETA]." Section 346(a)(2) went
further, stating that "services to youth under [Title I] should not be
reduced because of the availability of financial assistance under [YETP]."
Language in the legislative history further reflected a presumption that
prior Title I vouth services ought to provide a baseline to which YCCIP and
YETP were intended to add.

Enforcing the Maintenance of Effort Mandate

The Department of Labor Office of Youth Programs echoed the
Congressional intent in the regulations and planning charter it published
before YEDPA start-up. In communications to the DOL regional administra-

- tors and local CETA administrators, the Department ordered sponsors to

assure that Title L services to youth stay at the same mix and level as in

'1977. 1n order to eliminate the abnormal bulge in the baseline Title I

youth enrollments produced by sponsors financing the 1977 summer youth
program with Title I funds, the Department specified enrollment levels
through March 31, 1977, as the minimum level of service to youths which
sponsors had to meet or exceed. The Department was especially emphatic
about maintaining the Title I youth service patterns and levels. Because
youths had typically commanded such a large proportion of Title I resources
nationally (youth enrollments had always exceeded 50 percent, although they
were steadily declining), even small percentage declines in Title I youth

~enrollments would drastically 1limit the net impact of the smaller youth

Indeed, the Department of Labor's fears were probably not en-
tirely groundless. The Department reported that by mid-1978. there was a

3.4 percent decline in the youth share of Title I enrollments which offset

the participant build-up under YCCIP and YETP by an estimated 14 percent.
Corrective actions-~and possibly the fact that the same sponsors may have
reached a degree of enrollment stabfility not possible in March 1978--eased
the situation somewhat in the subsequent first full year of experience. By
March 31, 1979, the Title I youth share was only 2.8 points lower than the
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Mareh 1977 levels. But the Department, concerned with the growing number
of soponsors with seriocus declines (7.5 perceat or greater) ia Title\l
shares for youth, adopted even stricter maintenance of effort standards.
In a mid-May (1979) communication to prime sponsors, the Department ordered
sponsors to maintain Title I (II-B under the 1978 amendments) enrollments
at the same level as for all of 1977. This move upped the ante for youth
over the 1977 level to abnormally high levels in some sponsorships because
of the 1977 Title I youth enrollment bulge. Two months later, following a
vociferous prime sponsor outcry against the new and stiffer standard, the
Department of ‘Labor reversed itself, readopting the Title I youth an-
rolluents as of March 31, 1977, as the benchmark for comparison.

The Extent of Substitution Under YCCIP and YETP

In the first year of YEDPA, it would have been reasonable to
expect an especially large dip in the end-of-year Title I enrollments,
relative to prior years, for two -reasons. First, before YEDPA, sponsors
had routinely utilized Title I money to support early summer youth program
operations when funds earmarked for the summer programs were late. Sec-
ondly, the youth share of Title I enrollments had also been steadily de-
clining.

Indeed, using the end of the second quarter of fiscal 1977 as the
benchmark, 24 of the 36 sponsors for which useable data were available
showed declines in the percentage share of Title I services going to youth
over the first two years of programs. But, only a third of those sponsors
showed the largest drop in the first year. Of those, two, Detroit and
Albuquerque, had large discretionary-funded youth programs that were al-
ready creating pressures for sponsors to reach enrollment levels quickly
and encouraging sponsors to divert youth from Title I in order to maintain
enrol lments {n the battery of new youth programs. A third spousor, Cook
County, although posting a 4.9 point drop in the youth share in the first
year, actually increased the number of youth served when its Title I al-
location was increased. In the second year ending March 31, 1979, Cook
County increased the Title I youth share slightly over the first year and,
thanks to an increase in its Title I allocation, increased the level of
Title I services to youth by a fifth.

The other two-thirds of the sponsors showing a drop in Title I
service to youth from March 1977 through March 1979 are hard-pressed to

~blame it on start-up disruptions because the biggest drops came in the

second year. Moreover, only one, Charlotte, had a net increase in Title I
allocatiors in the second year (and thus had to increase Title I youth
enrollments in order to keep the youth share from stipping). Instead, the
problem of a declining youth share seems to have been associated with
general instability in overall Title I enrollments, usually in the form of
drastically falling Title I enrollments. Two-thirds of the 25 sponsors

 with reduced Title I shares for youth had net losses in their total Title I

enrollments. The aggregate two-year ‘drop in overall Title I enrcollments
for the group showing reduced Title I enrollments for youth was 23 percent.
The sponsors with more than a three percent drop in the Title I youth share
showed a 26 point drop -in their total Title I enrollments, with nine un-
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dergoing cuts of more than a third. The sponsors experiencing the largest
drop in Title I youth enrollments also showed the largest drop in overall
Title I enrollments. In contrast, for the sponsors that maintained or
increased the Title I share for youths, the drop in Title I enrollments was
only five percent.

-

A slightly different perspective bears out the same story of
disruption attributable to sudden decreases in Titie I enrollments. Of the
24 sponsors that had their Title I enrollments cut over the two-year pe-
riod, only 9 were able to maintain or increase the youth share in per-
centage terms and only one was able to maintain the youth share in absolute
terms (More than half of the sponsors with'‘'increased Title I service levels
maintained or increased the service level to youth). Apparently, the
precipitous drops in Title I allocations may have'contributed stromgly to
staff instability and administrative disruptions. One result may have been
a lack of attention to the maintenance of effort imperative.

The concern of the Congress and the Department of Labor with
substitution was well intended. But, the slavish attention to numbers and
mechanical indicators of. compliance diverted attention from what substi-
tution can buy. Indeed, it does appear to have offsetting benefits, in-
creasing the marginal impact of resources for youth.

To facilitiate adinistration of the new. youth programs, most
sponsors set up separate "youth offices” that, in fact, handled YCCIP,
YETP, and SPEDY funds exclusively. Title I funds--even those providing
services for youth--were handled in separate administrative units. This

"had the effect of creating dual youth tracks--a YEDPA intake/referral/

placement track and a Title I track. In a few areas such as Muskegon, the
separate tracks are being utilized to serve different groups of youth;
YEDPA is for 16-19 year olds and Title I is for 20-21 year olds. But
usually the programmatic differences and the client groups for the separate
tracks are not so deliberately planned. Title I services are more likely
to provide work experience or minimal training (isolated from one another)
and are more likely to serve as income transfer programs. Services in the
YETP and YCCIP track, on the other hand, are more likely to be adopted to
the needs of youths. Consequently, the effect per dollar spent in YCCIP or
YETP appears to exceed the effect when it 1is spent on a teenager in
Title I.

) The varying marginal 1impact of YEDPA and Title I dollars un-
dermines the premise underlying the Title I maintenance of effort mandate
because it means that a reduction in Title I resouces for youth does not
necessarily offset the total services available to youth by an equivalent
amount. Consequently, in order to maintain the 1977 level of Title I
services to youth, sponsors ideally should take the dollar resources
represented by the prior service level and combine them with the new YCCIP
and YETP resources. Portland provided perhaps the best example of how to
do this. The fact that new YCCIP and YETP service deliverers were also
Title I deliverecrs made the transition all the easler. Portland's record
reflects the success of the strategy. Despite a two-year cut in Title I
enrollments of more than 30 percent, Portland actually increased the youth
share over that time by 6 percent.
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In fact, that may be happening 'increasingly. It is hard to
discern the pattern from the data and evidence available so far. But the
trend in that direction has to buck local politics where local operators
divide resources, functions and power according to CETA Titles. It also
creates turf and resource battles where service deliverers are funded and
their programs designed not around service groups or functions, but around
funding sources. '

Subs;itution: Deliberate Policy or Accident?

From the national level, there is a single overwhelming concern
regarding the substitution of YCCIP and YETP resources for Title I (now
Title II-B) resources: the impact such substitution has on the net job
creation effect of the new youth programs. If the programs are to create
the maximum number of net new employment and training opportunities, such
substitution must be kept to a minimum. But the legislative provisions and

.Departmental edicts on maintenance of effort, and the regional office

enforcement of those edicts come close to mistaking the effects of sub-
stitution for the causes. Substitution is not the product of only a de-
liberate decisfion to substitute YEDPA funds for other CETA funds. 1t is
also the product of other forces, not easily controlled by federal pre-
scriptions. Although these forces may hardly provide justification for
substitution in the eyes of congressional overseers or DOL administrators,
they do call {into question the neatness of current legislative and ad-
minfstrative mandates regarding substitution. They also fmply that severe
limits on substitution impose certain costs.

Under any conditions, the benchmark for determining whether
effort is being maintained is almost invariably a4 matter of arbitrary
cholce. There is an attractive logic to choosing as a benchmark the status
quo achieved with old money, and trying to assure that all new money is a
net addition. But even that standard, which was adopted in the imple-
ment.ation of YLDPA, is not unequivocal. It certainly {nvites an evaluation
of (1) what an appropriate maintenance of effort enforcement policy is, and
(2) what changes in the Title I youth share really signify.

The Title 1T maintenance of effo ,ﬁ{rectivu was formulated to
keep sponsors from pursuing a policy of re ing Title I services to youth
and thereby assure that all YEDPA funds would provide net new opportunities
for youth. Yet YEDPA arrived in the midst of a steady decline in the
Title I youth share. Fiscal 1975, the first year of CETA, marked the
highpoint of the youth share of Title I enrollents, at 6. percent, a share
that declined to 57 percent In 1976 and 52 percent in 1977. Considering
the rate of decline prior to YEDPA, the 3.4 percent decline from 1977 to
1978 appears to have marked an improvement in the trend. At the very
leas., it was not an unambiguous deterioration in local service patterns.

The decline appears to have been less a product of deliberate
policy by prime sponsors and more a product of changing conditions that had
an incidental impact on enrollment patterns. Through 1975 and 1976 prime
sponsors {n the CETA system received a number of directives to increase
hiring of Vietnam era veterans, a group predominantly over age 22. At the
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. same time, there was increasing emphasis on raising enrollments of welfare

recipients, older workers, and women-~all groups whose marginal impact on
client mix was to increase the adult share of Title I resources because
they too were predominantly over 22. ‘

Programmatic changes also probably had some effect on depressing
youth enrollments. When the Department of Labor introduced performance
indicators in 1977 that put a high premium on job placements, it appears
that sponsors may have curtailed activities involving no job transition~-
those kinds of activities in which in-school youth are typically en-
rolled=~in order to improve performance as measured by the indicators.
Furthermore, as the new CETA programs had the bugs worked out of them, {it
is possible that the turnover rates for young enrollees--which are typi-

cally the highest--dropped faster than for adults, thus giving the illusion’

of a8 relatdve drop in the proportion of youth enrollees, but not neces-
sarily a drop in the level of youth service hours.

There were other twists im local programming and conditions that
also had a material effect on measured substitution among the sponsors
studied 1d this evaluation (See Table 2). For example, YEDPA arrived in
Creene County at the same time local administrators started paying attén-
tion to who was being served. They had been providing Title I services on
a first-come-first-serve basis. But as local planners started establishing
priorities, they put in-school youth low on the list since it was presumed
they were less in need and had more options than dropouts and older out-

of-work persons. And so, despite a net increase in Title I enrollments
over the next two years, both the level of youth enrollments and the size
of the youth Title I share fell. The City of Boston, which showed a 20
percent decline in the Title I youth share over two years experienced a 42
percent drop in overall Title I enrollments during that time. Anticipating
the cuts in the fall of 1977, the city asked--and received--the Department
of Labor's permission to simply backfill on their Title I resources with
the new youth monies,

It {s unlikely that any of these factors alone could have much
discernible impact on reducing the youth share of Title I services nation-
wide. But, individually, they probably had a depressing effect on the
youth share and their combined cumulative effect probably accounts for a

great deal of the decline through 1977.

Against this backdrop, the maintenance of effort provisions
written into YEDPA appear particularly inappropriate. They address only
the prime sponsor policymaking structures and rely too heavily on the
ability of sponsors to implement policy. Yet there was little evidence of
deliberate prime sponsor policy to shift away from serving younger clients
(nor has there been much evidence of sponsors taking steps to prop up
sagging youth enrollnsents in Title 1). At the same time, the provisions do
nothing to counteract the underlying forces that have an effect on en-
rollment patterns. ’

s
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Table ZJ

Fruportion of Youth Enralled 1n Title | Programs--2nd Quarters FY 1977, 1978, and 1979

Prind Sponsor

Atamance
Alduqueryue
Atlants

Boston
Larurigge

Clark (0.
Chicago
Charlotte
Cuasta!l Bend
Ci)Q‘i Co.
Calumbys/Fram 1n
Cannecticuyt 80
Couk (o.

Dekald

Detrot

Curham

il Paso

Grand Rapias
weene T,
sartford
Katamszoo
x1tsap .

L 4ne

Lansing

LITAY;]

Y., heun

Naren (groting S,
Northesst Lear;tg
‘aniang

Urejon 805
Partland

Roiaford’

zan fran. ...

anta (lars

Sonome v

adtertury
apriester

' Percentage Point Parcentage Point | Percentage Poiat
197711 1978-11 Change 2nd Qtr. 79 Change Change
Percent Youth Percent Youth 1977-17 to 1978-11 Percent Youth 1978-11 to 1979-11 [1978-11 to l’?’-l#

0.7 56.6 -14.1 73.2 +16.6 ¢+ 2.5
51.8 q7.7 - 3.7 54.2 + 6.5 - 2.8
37.} 36.0 - 1.7 39.6 + 36 + 1.9
aa 47.3 ¢ 2 26.8 -20.5 -20.3
45.1 2.9 -12.2 21.7 - 52 -17.4
52.6 47.0 - 3.6 5.7 -11.3 ~14.9
3.8 .- - 3.7 - + 39
68,8 74.8 +6 66.0 - 8.8 - 2.8
49.0 66.4 *17.4 59.8 - 6.6 +10.8
67.0 58,7 - 8.2 67.0 + 8.3 0
458 §1.9 + 8.1 49.0 - 4.9 + 3.2
§5.1 45.% + .2 46.8 ¢+ 1.3 +1.5
43 .4 4.5 - 4.9 45.0 + .5 - 4.4

2.5 43,2 -~ 3.3 §5.2 - 4.0 - 7.8
56.5 51.7 - 4.8 §1.4 - .3 « 8,1
55.5 48.9 - 6.6 §1.6 -1.3 -1.9
§1.2 56.7 - .5 $3.6 -~ 31 - 3.6
60.4 59.8 - .6 §2.6 -17.2 «17.8
43.0 29.9 .- 29.5 - .4 -13.5
§5.7 6.2 - 4.5 $6.2 - 5.0 - 9.5
46.5 56.1 ¢ 9.6 55.4 - 7 + 8.9
359 43.0 ¢ 8.1 26.7 -17.3 - 9.2
29.6 3.9 2.3 28.9 - 3.0 e .7
43,4 41.2 - 2.2 40.4 - .8 -« 3.0
3180 8.5 + 3.5 3.4 - 4.1 I
61 5 70.0 + 8.5 41.0 -29.0 -20.5
5.4 60.2 t .8 §0.4 + 2 + 1.0
g;.g g“ii - 2.} 42.: -12.7 -14.8

. . + 2. . -9 - 8.
42, 42,2 - .1 3%.3 ¢ g.? ¢ 3.3
8.5 40.6 TN | 37.0 - 3.8 - 3.5
483 4.5 - 6.8 50.0 + 8.5 +1.7
84,1 43.1 + 4.2 .5 -10.8 - 6.8
50.8 41.0 - 7.8 431.3 + .3 - 1.5
872 60.7 + 1.5 §0.9 ¢+ 2 + 137
50.6 51.. ¢ 7 4.8 - 2.5 « 1.8
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A Matter of Misplaced Emphasis

After the experience with CETA public service employment, the .

concern in the Congress and the Department of Labor over limiting substi-
tution of YEDPA money for Title I (now Title II-B) resources serving youth
was understandable. But rigid guidelines to limit such substitution were
imposed with too little consideration given to the dynamics of 1local

conditions and program decisions. Furthermore, national policynakers

ignored the in. -tional change that substitution can buy.

Although the federally imposed maintenance of effort guidelines
may have had the immediate effect of checking short-run drops in Title I
youth enrollments, they have not addressed the underlying forces that drive
substitution and provide little promise as permanent solutions.
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THE UNEVEN PARTNERSHIP

i

The central assumption underlying the CETA partnership is that
federal manpower objectives are compatible with state and local objectives,
i{.e., that state and local govérnments have a reason to join the federal
government in establishing manpower policies. There is a collateral as-
sumption that there exists at the state and local levels the administrative
and technical capacity to implement federal manpower policies, i.e., that
state and local gowernments are capable of holding up their end of such a
partnership. Experience under YEDPA has shown both assumptions to be
neither entirely true nor entirely false. Analysis of implementation,
however, sheds some light on the evaluation of these assumptions by‘ﬁx-
amining the effect federal sticks and carrots had on shaping sponsor pol-
icies, and the effect of uncertainty on prime sponsor administrative and
program capacity.

Sticks and Carrots

\

The analysis so far has focused on how prime sponsors have been
meeting the federal objectives of YEDPA. No attention has been given to
how or why local policies and practices developed in reaction to different
federal cues and change mechanisms utilized as YEDPA was implemented, or to
evaluating the effectiveness of these mechanisms in accomplishing change.

Administrators in the Department of Labor have employed both
"sticks" and 'carrots" to get their way with prime sponsors. The sticks
include the statutory provisions ‘of YEDPA, the departmental regulations
governing its i{mplementation, and additional departmental directives. The
Department has relied to a lesser extent .upon carrots--incentives to steer
state and local policies. These include discretionary grants awarded for
programs that featured model designs or special institutional linkages, and
relaxed eligibility standards for programs with special experimental fea-
tures built into them, The Department also provided prime sponsors with a
great deal of technical assistance and ideas for program models in the fomrm
of research and evaluation materials,

Forcing Cﬁange With Sticks

The faderal mandates, though not alvays carried out very well, in
some cases stimulated serious initiatives that, put prime sponsor operations
on a track pursuing the larger goals behind specific mandates. This
divergence between the primary and secondary, responses to the federal
mandates {is attributahle to the fact that the mandates embody a goal--

client pérticipation in the case of youth counct 8, for example--and spec-.
ify means for achieving that goal that are not ways appropriate, Prime -

sponsors react with a nominal response to partidular requirements for a

" youth council, for example. But, if they are in agreement with the basic

federal goal and circumstances permit, they take fyrther actions as well.
In these situations, it hight be argued that the faderal requirements are
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overly prescriptive and divert energy from more constructive steps that
- ~ sponsors might take. All sponsors set up youth councils, though a number
CE of them were convinced that the prescribed councils were fneffpctive forums
- . for making deeisions or for incorporating youth views and the policymaking
process. Serious atgempts to obtain the viewpoints of young participants
did not evolve directly from the ‘required youth councils, but from alter-
native mechandgms set up . by sponsors for tapping youth perspectives and
bringing their views to bear on decisions.’

The countervailing argument, however, is that a requirement to
pursue certain goals which does not specify some means, invites vague
policy responses that may yleld even fewer results than the nominal
responses. This happened occasionally in response to the knowledge
development mandate. '

. The test for whether the federal policy mandates should be made

- ' more or less prescriptive hinges on an assessment of what drives and im-
pedes the sccondary responses to those mandates, and speculation abeut what
would happen if the mandates were changed. The two most important deter-~
minants of whether and how prime sponsors respond in more than a nominal
way to federal mandates are the degree to which they are in agreement with
the goals of those mandates and the degree to which they have the time and
operational capacity to pursuv those goals.

Though YEDPA was not popularly acclaimed by all prime sponsorsy
. its principal features were implemented. Many prime sponsors went beyvond
nominal compliance with i{ts prescribed objectives because the overall goals
were shared by state and local policymakers. The emphasis on serving youth
¢ was not weltomed universally, but the emphasis on providing more than work
exporience was enthusiastically endorsed. For the sponsors still trying to
cope with “the problems of getting a sponsorship moving, the knowledge
development mandate triggered very little. But for the more experienced
sponsors that had mastered the basics, the notion of self-evaluation and
even experimentation holds great appeal, and prime sponsor officidls pushed
"knowledge development' activities beyond what was required.

- In contrast, there were aspects of the new youth inftiatives that:
S did not set well with sponsor administrators and although the letter of the
' law may have been followed, the mandates had no material effect on sponsor
policies or practices. Sponsors resented the highly categorical approagh

of YCCIP and.its competitive award process, criticized its project approach

in some cases, and widely rejected the no-supportive-service policy.
Sponsors went through the motions of soliciting proposals and setting upg

no-frills jobs, but “a large proportion added extra program features to

bring the services more in line with what It was felt clients needed. A

few spongors, not wanting local schools involved in manpower programs,

’ obtained pro forma sign-offs and established programs that differed in few

7 pespects from anything going on before. -

N

~ Aside from being affected by sponsor poiicy preferences, imnle-

mentatton of the federal mandates was affected by the technical and ad-

. ministrative capacity at the state and local levels. :To the extent limited

o capacity was a factor restralning prime sponsor response to the federal
mandates, however, it was not 'so much an’absolute {nability to respond, as
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an inability to respond in the limited time available. In implementing
YCCIP, for example, prime sponsors went through the motions of establishing
' open process competition for selecting deliverers,;but frequently failed to
Achieve the effect of open competition because /they lacked the time to
adequately announce it and potential deliverers could not respond quickly.
Time limits put even greater comstraintson schools and prime gponsors when
they were trying to arrange agreements for spending the YETP 22 percent
gset-aside.” In the areas where cooperative arrangements were already in
place, the precious little time available was devoted to substantive
program details. But in other areas with few precedents for CETA-school
collaboration, the limited time was spent opening channels of communica-
tion, with’ little attention to the substance of the coopérative ventures.

' There are some mandates that have not been carried out, but in
which time was hardly a factor. The planning/grant application process
required for fynding under YCCIP and YETP proved to be a chai:de because it
required data that were not available on a reliable basis, gnd it presumed
a planning model that rarely conformed to local practices. Im a few cases
knowledge development plans were completely abandoned ba2cause admini-
strators felt their operations lacked the technical know-how to design and
earry~out social experiments.

Generally, the sticks that federal administrators had at their
disposal to "force" implementation of YCCIP .and YETP forced some prime
sponsors to react. It is not clear whether the federal mandates have
{nduced changes in those sponsorships that would not have occurred other-
wise. But they almost cértainly speeded the process of change.

Coaxing Change With Carrets

Aside from the formula allocations prime sponsors receive under

YCCIP and YETP, they can apply for discretionary funds to support experi-.

mentasl and demonstration programs.

These projects were intended to be experimental ventures to test
program models, including joint programs with local schools, career explo-
ration and job sampling programs, and large scale conservation projects,
Sponsors were also permitted to enroll up to 10 percent non~-disadvantaged
youth in formula-funded YETP programs if they set up an evaluation design
to test the relative effectiveness of programs serving mixed income client
groups. The largest of the anehtivg grants were available under the Youth
Incentive Entitlement Pilot Projects to test the effect of a guaranteed job
on keeping students in school and encouraging dropouts to return,

’ o

Besides testing differsnt program designs, ‘it was hoped these
extra projects "would provide inceatives for .some sponsors to take the
inftiative and try innovations over and above what was required under YCCIP
and YETP, and thereby provide another mechanism for leveraging changes in
~the CETA prime sponsor system, ,

v
- -

In a climate in which prime sponsors had sustained policies and a
stable base of programs, a menu of demonstration programs and their accom=
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panying extra funds might have had a controllable and positive impact om
prime sponsor policies and procedures. In the frantic climate and near
hysteria that marked YEDPA implementation, however, such control was not
possible. Disregarding the merits of the various demonstration projects,
the strategy of encouraging change with incentive grants probably was not
given a fair test. The policy or procedural shifts that sponsors had to
make to {mplement demonstration programs were swamped by the general up-
heaval associated with implementation of formula~funded programs and de-
mands associated with other CETA programs. '

There was little "rub-off" effect from applying for the demon-
stration projects because the application procedures were usually handled
entirely separate from YETP/YCCIP program planning and implementation. To
the extent demonstration projects had any effect on regular programs, it
was ahout as likely to be negative as it was positive. In one sponsorship
that was awarcded an entitlement project, relations hetween local schools
and private employers have been developing remarkably well, and YETP pro-
grams are dlso benefiting. But In another sponsorship that lost on its
Fntitlement application, the early planning with local public agencies and
private employers raised expectations; though there had been no guarantee
of funding, when the application was rejected the credibility of the CETA
youth oftice wis undermined and relations with the private sector set back.

The availability of incent ive grants had other, lurger {11 ef-
fects on the YETP and YCCIP programming. Prime sponsor administrators
considered YETP and YCCIP funding to be automatic; discretionarv funding
was wot.  The main planning effort, quite understandably, therefore, went
to the demonstration applications. Had the demounstration projects been
o dunched sometime after the critical first-year planning had taken place,
more a*tention might have been given to innovation under YETP and YCCIP.
As It was, the discretionary projects sapped an enormous amount of energy
{rom YEIP/YCCIP planning and programming in the areas where sponsors went
for the extr« money, and the basic formula-based programs show the lack of
Aattention,

About three~fourths of the sponsors studied chose not to apply
for discretionary money because staff were swamped with work alreadv: they
did not consider themselves to be in a competitive position or, as in at
least one casd, they did not even know about the funds available. But the
sponsorships that did not apply were eifther small or sprawling balance of
st.ate sponsorships, and were not under constituent pressure to grab cvery
dollar available.

Many sponsorships, however, had little choice and would have been
committing political suicide {f they had passed up a shot--nc .matter how
remote—~-at extra resources. Virtually every major city reviewed in the
case studies applied for an Entitlement grant., About hall won, Staffs
wiere told they would be fired {f applications for extra funds were not
submitted. BRut money, not innovation, was the issue.
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The Cost oé Uncertainty on Prime Sponsor Capacity

State and local CETA administrators have learned to expect un-
certainty in their partnership with the federal government, even if they
h not alwdys learned to live with it. The vagaries of the Congressional
authorization and appropriations process and the vicissitudes of Department
of Labor policymakers subject prime sponsors to sudden changes in legis-
lative mandates and priorities, last minute guesswork about the level and
timing of funds from the federal ?pigot and constantly changing and occa-
sionally contradictory regulations| :

Implementation of YEDPA has been no less plagued by these prob-
lems. YEDPA was enacted in August 1977 and the Department of Labor set a
furious pace for implementation in early 1978. As start-up lagged behind
schedule, the Department applied intense pressure on sponsors to increase
enrollments.  But by mid-1978, when it became apparent that funds available
for fiscal 1979 would be less than anticipated, the Department urged spon-
sors to carry substantial amounts of their 1978 funds into fiscal 1979.
There was so much slack in the CETA system at the time that most sponsors
were able to make do with only minor adjustments. But a few were forced to
lay off enrollees and staff.

/
The expiration of CQTA (and authority for tbe youth programs) in

September 1978 caused further tensions. Some cautious sponsors backed off
from all commitments until ney legislation was enacted in October. Others
used up some of their reserveg of good will among other agencies by bor-
rowing funds and continuing ' programs on a handshake. CETA's national

reputation has also hurt the sfanding of prime sponsors.

Tha constantly changing signals that state and local CETA admin-
istrators have been receiving lHave taken a toll, no doubt, in reducing the
ultimate effectiveness of employment and training programs. But there have
been more immediate and observable costs as well. In the course of ob~-
serving YETP and YCCIP {mplementation, the prevailing climate of uncer—
tainty seems to have exacted especially heavy costs on both the staff
structure of gponsorships, and the relationships of sponsors to other state
and local agencies., : :

\

Staff Instabil{ty \

\
\

In the year and a half after YEDPA's enactment, about two out of
every five prime sponsors studied had gone through at least one prime
sponsor directdr or youth director. \Many more had serious lower level
staff turnover problems. In late 1978 one sponsor had more than seven
relatively finexperienced employees for \every one with two or more years

\
experience. \

\

Because of staff turnover, thé institutional stability of CETA
operations suffers. Understaffed operatfons cannot afford to give staff
the time away from their jobs that is nec¢ssary for training. Where staff
development I8 provided, turnover washes dyay;its benefits. Institutiomal

} SN n
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memory is limited and "routine” operations never really become routine.
Since only limited experience can be accumulated, the quality of local
operations depends more heavily on charismatic leadership than sound na-
tional or local policy.

0f course, the uncertainties with which prime sponsors must live
is not the only set of factors impinging on staff stability. The tensions
created by having to serve both state/local and federal masters, the lack
of consensus about what makes good manpower programs, and the constant
critical public scrutiny that spousors suffer further aggravate working
conditions for CETA employees. But the constantly changing signals from
Washington are the source of staff discontent most consistently identified.

Uncertainty and Institutional Bridges

one of the most important objectives of YEDPA was to encourage
prime sponsors to establish working relationships with non-CETA agencies,
especially education agencies. This objective suffered in the climate of
uncertainty. It curtajled the maneuvering room for prime sponsors gen-
ulnely interested in establishing collaborative arrangements, and, in the
end, damaged the credibility that sponsors had with other players.

State and local education agencies with little prior CETA ex-~
perience had a difficult time adapting to the last minute planning and
programming demands of YETP and YCCIP. Although some sort of agreement
between schools and prime sponsors was always put into place, follow-
through was lacking frequently because programs got of f to a bad start.
The second year of joint CETA-LEA programming showed the effects of rocky
starts. In some cases, first year programs were left entirely untouched
hecause they had never really been implemented. In other cases uncertainty
led sponsors to attempt only modest change in the hope that it could be
sustained even through fluctuations in funding and changes in policy. One
sponsor turned down a proposal from the local chamber of commerce to do
something for 14~15 year olds because youth planners were not conf ident
about funding levels for the coming year.

&

" Besides weakening the joint programs that sponsors have estab-
lished with non-CETA agencies, the climate of uncertainty has hurt the
credibility of prime sponsors as partners in long~term relationships.
Though CETA sponsors have, in fact, fared well financially since the advent
of CKTA in 1974, the chrunic sense of crisis over funds and policies have
undernined thelr perceived staying power to the point that some local
of fices are seen as being forever on the brink of collapse. This is one
reason educators cite for the reluctance of schools to establish CETA youth
programs as mainstream programs. There is an interest, instead, in Keeping
them compartmentalized and easily separated if funding is abruptly dis-
cont Lnued.

The nature of the CETA beast makes a degree of uncertainty in-

evitahle. When an operating agent must report to both a federal and state
or local master, there are more decision points where plans can be dis-

7l
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approved, funding denied, or policy shifted. When fiéderal perogatives are
overlaid on local or state perogatives, tension and sudden change are
unavoidable. Any major national initiative subject to the constant scru-
tiny of the press and Congress is bound to be volatile at times. None of
this 1is likely to change, no matter how devastating the costs of uncer-
tainty. But, although the causes are not likely to change, the effects
ought to be better identified and recognized. They are a fact of life and
ought to be a major consideration when national policymakers are forming
implicit expectations against which prime sponsor partners and CETA are to
be judged.
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AREA SUMMARIES

The sample of prime sponsors included .in the ten case studies was
chosen, not as a random one, but to represent a cross section of important
prime sponsor characteristics. The selection purposely focuses on clusters
of sponsors to permit analyses of common patterns and variations among
then.

The thirty-seven prime sponsors included in the study are re-
ceiving about a tenth of all the allocations made under the Youth Community
Conservation and Improvement Projects (YCCIP) and Youth Employment and
Training Programs (YETP). Two are receiving Youth Entitlement grants for
saturation projects, and one is receiving an Entitlement grant for a more
limited test. The sample includes four balance of state (BOS) prime spon-
sors, and eight consortia; there are seven big-city sponsors and nine that
cover largely rural areas. The sponsors represent 12 states and 7 federal
regions. They reflect a mix of social and economic conditions. Overall
unemp loyment rates for the areas range from about 11 percent to more than
60 percenrt. Racial mix in the areas runs from less than 2 percent minority
population to more than 50 percent. Total CETA allocations in 1978 ranged
from a high of more than $180 million in Chicago to less than $5 million in
Durham (See Table 3).

Information on specific areas and prime sponsor operations is
‘contained in the area descriptions which follow. The material is organized
by case study and is identified by the state and/or states in which the
case studies took place.

Analyses of YCCIP and YETP implementation in each area are in the

full report which is available from the Office of Policy, Evaluation and
Rescarch, Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.

Case Study Areas

California Area Study by John J. Walsh
- Y

The five California prime sponsors are located in the San Fran-
cisco Bay Area--a fragmented metropolitan area covering 19,337 square miles
and split into nine counties, all of which border on San Francisco Bay.
There are four SMSAs within the Bay Area, nine departments of social wel-
fare, and eleven CETA prime sponsors. San Francisco city and county (the
boundaries are coterminous) is the area's largest prime sponsor and Oak-
land, just across the Bay in Alameda County, is the third largest. To the
North lie Sonoma, Napa and Solano Counties, principally known for their
vineyards and rural settings, although Sonoma contains a sizeable trade and
service center, and Solano is the site of a shipyard employing several
thousand workers. Santa Clara, which borders Alameda and San Mateo Count-

.{es on t%: South, has become an important manufacturing and population
center (the San Jose SMSA).
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Table 3

CETA and CETA Youth Allocations -- Fiscal Year 1978

Total Allocations

Allocations for

Prime Sponsor A1l Titles Youth
Californtia
Marin $ 7,644,280 $ 862,958
Qakland 28,199,348 3,343,913
San Francisco 59,524,514 6,474,043
Santa Clara 52,021,869 5,665,238
Sonoma County 13,451,192 1,437,000
Connecticut
Connecticut B80S 81,524,000 8,030,000
Nartford 16,489,000 3,565,000
Naterbyry 7,597,000 925,000
Georgia
Atlanta 41,819,000 6,229,000
Cobd County 5,512,000 1,248,000
Dekald County 14,034,000 1,276,000
Northeast Georgis BOS 7,588,000 1,112,000
I1linois
Chicago 180,990,185 33,172,988
Balance of Cook County 60,332,413 6,609,198
Rockford 14,137,856 NA “
Massachusetts
Boston NA NA
Cambridge NA NA
worcester NA NA
Michtgan
Detroit 84,961,113 12,006,550
Grand Rapids 30,752,063 3,284,003
Kalamazoo 8,956,508 1,056,508
Lansing 17,370,375 2,270,398
Muskegon/Oceana 11,768,636 1,231,035
North Carolina
Alamance 5,343,759 671,261
(harlotte 12,376,136 1,368,222
Durham 4,752,442 938,164
North Carolina BOS 135,040,989 13,765.449
Ohio
Clark County 6,966,101 849,799
Columbus/Franklin 34,824,532 4,151,567
Greene County 3,666,895 328,595
Dregon-Washington -
Kitsap County 5
vt M e
53,762,742 4,923 994
P 17834
ortiand NA NA
Texas-New Mexico
Albuquerque 20,4
Coastal Bend 15'7%';;; 2,132,829
£l Paso 3’706 " 2,371,733
19,706,927 2,568,238
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The prime sponsors selected for inclusion in the Bay Area caee
study were chosen to reflect the diverse conditions existing in the area's
sub-regions. Three of the prime sponsors--San Francisco, Oakland and
Marin--are located in the San Francisco-0akland SMSA. San Francisco and
Oakland are the Bay Area's largest cities, both of which have lost popu-
lation since the 1970 census, have large percentages of minorities (50
percent in San Francisco and 60 percent in Oakland), relatively high un-
employment rates (both youth and adult), and central city areas with severe
unemployment problems. Mari: County, on the other hand, is primarily a
bedroom community for San Francisco commuters, Marin has the highest
per-capita income in the Bay Area (third highest in the nation), and one of
the area's lowest unemployment rates.

The two remaining prime sponsors—-Santa Clara and Sonoma Coun-
ties--were also selected to reflect specific conditions which could have an
effect on youth employment. The San Jose SMSA (Santa Clara County) is an
example of a new and burgeoning manufacturing area, with an unemployment
rate lower than those of the Bay Area's older cities, but which never-
theless faces severe structural-unemployment problems. By contrast, Sonoma
County, one of the natiom's greatest wine producing areas, has the highest
unemployment rate in the Bay Area and faces problems of seasonal employment
(and unemployment), and lack of business and industrial development which
are peeullar to most rural areas.

CETA always has been a highly visitle and politically sensitive
program in the Bay Area but, since the passage of Proposition 13, CETA's
fmportance at the local level has increased considerably, as have pressures
to use CETA tunds to replace funds lost because of the 1id put on local tax
revenues by the Jarvis amendment. i

Bav Areg CETAs, especially those in the larger cities, are also
extremely vulnerable to political maneuverings, and have a propensity to
undergo periodic radical changes in personnel. Since the commencement of
this case study, three of the five Bay Area CETA Directors whose operations
have heen under review hive been either fired or left their jobs for other
reasons. In addition, CETA Youth Directors in Oakland and Sonoma have left
their Jfobs. Oakland's Youth Director merely resigned, but the Sonoma
Director was fired, allegedly for showing favoritism (in hiring CETA em-
. ployees) to members of his religious sect.

Connecticut Area Study by Peter $, Barth

The Connecticut case study analyzes experience in three prime
sponsors: Hartford, Waterbury, and Connecticut Balance of State.

The Hartford sponsorship serves the City of Hartford plus 23
surrounding towns covering a total area of 670 square miles. Hartford is
an old northeastern clity suffering from many of the problems of other
central cities {n the reglon. It has a growing minority population, a
shrinking white population, and a relatively fixed tax base. The sur-
rounding towns, on the average, have lower tax rates, growing populations,
and much smaller percentages of minorities.
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The estimated population for the .City of Hartford dropped from

158,000 in 1970 to 138,150 in 1975. The primary employers in the region

are the insurance industry, United Technologies (manufacturing), and state
and local governments. In 1976 employment in the city was 125,800 and
accounted for 37 percent of metropolitan area employment. The most common
sources of jobs for youths (16-19) are farm and non-farm laborers (25
percent), followed by services (10 percent) and sales (7 percent).

In the late spring of 1978 the CETA agency, which was already
operating under a cloud, was rocked by public disclosures of having over-
spent its budget by about $1.5 million. Previously, the agency had been
fnvolved in a bitter political struggle that left it seriously crippled;
the almost daily media attention to its problems following the financial
disclosures rendered the agency virtually inoperative.

In 1979, ﬁhe CETA agency was rebuilding itself with a largely new

. staff and a new planning council. The agency operates under the close

scrutiny of both the Regional Office of the Department of Labor and other
public agencies.

The Connecticut Balance of State (B0OS) contains 120 of Connect~
fcut's 169 towns, none of which is very large. The BOS office is housed in
the State Department of Labor and works through 13 regional planning areas.
The towns deal through these areas, rather than working directly with the
BOS office.

Connecticut 1is very small geographically (it ranks 48th in size)
and was 24th in population at the time of the 1970 census. This compact~
ness masks the tremendous diversity found in the BOS. The towns in Fair-
field County are among the wealthiest in the United States.- By contrast,
Vortheastern Connecticut is characterized by high unemployment, relatively
low income levels, net-outmigration by younger persons, and a stagnant or
declining industrial base. The state -is highly dependent upon manufac-
turing for employment.

The CKFTA program in the BOS has maintained a low profile. While
4 number of prime sponsors in the region have received very poor publicity
during the past year, e.g., Hartford and Bridgeport, Connecticut, and
Springficld, Massachusetts, the BOS has been unscathed in the nedia. YEDPA
has received very little publicity and references to it frequently do not
link it to CETA.

Waterbury was recently identified by a legislative study as the
poorest of Connecticut's 169 towns (and incorporated cities). The prime
sponsor represents only the City of Waterbury--all suburbs belong to other’
consortia. Waterbury's population 1s approximately 110,000, making it one
of Connecticut's largest cities. ) .

The city has a lengthy history of industrialization but recently
has experienced factory closings and declines in {ts industrial employment
base. As is common in the older declining industrial cities of the North-
east, in recent years there has been an in-migration of s{ignificant numbers

of minorities. Blacks currently constitute about 12.5 percent and His-

panics about 5 percent of the total population. The current unemployment
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rate is _about 6.5 percent. Local CETA officialg say that jobless figures
may be misleading because some people have left the areéa and many others
have abandoned the search for employment. It is estimated that youth
unemp loyment is about 28 rercent. :

The CETA agency in Waterbury is managed by a young and intelli-
gent group that seems capable of weathering any potential stomrm that may
hit the program. The mayor of Waterbury is supportive of the agency and
the operation appears to be removed from auny political controversy in the
city. The .agency has not been treated badly by the local media, and has
not been under attack from any source during YEDPA's first year. The
Regional Office does not appear to wmonitor Wateroury's activities as
closely as it does other prime sponsors. For example, during one nine
month period, the "fed rep" did not pay any visits to the sponsor.

Georgia Area Study.by Gretchen E, Maclachlan

The four prime sponsors covered in the Georgia case study are
located in the City of Atlanta, Cobb County, DeKalb County, and an area of
ten counties, the Northeast Area of the Georgia Balance of State. Although
the two county prime sponsors adjoin Atlanta, they are as different from
Georgla's capitol a:c they are from each other. The Northeast area is rural
except for Clark County in which Athens and the University of Georgia are
located.

Atlanta has nearly one-half million inhabitants (in an area of
131 square miles), 60 percent of whom are black and about one-sixth poor.
At the time the youth programs were being implemented the unemployment rate
was 3.5 percent. The economy is dominated by activities related to the
strategic location of the city--transportati-n, trade, and regional head-
quarters of public and private employers. Manufacturing is also a prom-
inent sector.

Cobb County lies across the Chattahoochee River from Atlanta and
the chasm between them is woder than the river. White, strong in manufac-
turing, and politically conscrvative, CETA functions in an atmosphere of
bare tolerance for federal money.

Primarily suburban DeKalb County 1s also located adjacent to
Atlanta. It has the highest income in the state and its best schools, Its
industry is predominately white collar and small manufacturing. Though
statistically showing little poverty among its half-million {inhabitants, it
has pockets of severe as any in Atlanta,

A population of about one-quarter of a million is spread through-
out the ten counties of the Northeast area of nearly 3,000 square miles.
Of this total 22 percent is black, with considerable variations among
counties, and 15 percent is poor. The unemployment rate early in 1978 was
7.1 percent. Apparel firms and other manufacturing are increasingly dom-
fnant in this once-agricultural area, with Athens serving as an education
and professional service area. Since Northeast is only ome of sixteen
areas of the BOS, only the area's CETA planner {s located within the region
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in Athens. . All pther administrative operations are performed at the
Georgia Department of Labor (GDOL) in Atlanta.

Ill1inois Area Study by Myron Roomkin and Janet Weeks

'.
L]

The Illinoig\case study 1includes the Rockford Consortium, the

. City of'Chicago. and the Balance of €ook County (wherein Chicago 1is lo-

cated).

The Rockford Consortium is a three-way union between the City of -

.

Rockford, Winnebago County, and Boone County.’ Rockford, with a population
one-twelfth of Chicago's, covers 803 square miles. Half the population
lives in Rockford, the second largest city in Illinois and the site of most
of the consortium's CETA activity.

The area is the largest maker of machine tools in the country.
The presence of a quality labor force permitted industrial’ expansion to
satisfy the World War II demand for technical products. Recent area-wide
forecasts anticipate significant growth in manufacturing and construction,
reinforcing the demand for high skilled labor.

Chaired by Rockford's mayor, the Executive Board of the CETA
Manpower Planning Council is active in defining consortium policy according
to the expressed wishes of the local Advisory Board. The Board's interest
and involvement have drawn natjonal attention. Before YEDPA's srequirement
of a Youth Planning Council, an almost entirely inexperienced body ‘was
formed. In effect, policy setting for youth programs passed to the CETA
youth staff. ' “

The City of Chicago 1is one of the largest urban prime sponsors in
the nation. Occupying 228 square miles, the city is composed of ethnic
neighborhvods which fan out from the core business district and wealthy
lakefront residences. Some neighborhoods maintain their historical inde-
pendence by choice; others, usually black, are isolated by the arrangement
of expressways and the locations of public housing. In general, neighbor-
hoods {n the second group are populated by the CETA targets.

The Mayor's Office of Employment and Training (MOET)*, whose

director {s an Assistant to the Mayor, is a well-oiled employment and
training program delivery machine. Established a decade ago, MOET has
historically fundeéd manpower programs through eight local program agents
who, in turn, may subcontract. Thus the profram agents serve as a buffer
between MOET and a large, demanding clientele, for it is to the agents that
snall CBOs' submit proposals. :

*Formerly the'Mayor's office of Manpower (MOM).

b
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MOET is often viewed with the same skepticism that politiecal
pundits usually reserve for City Hall. It 1s widely assumed that some
share of CETA funds is allocated to Chicago's political patronage system,
Noting that "$4.2 million" had "slipped into Chicago," one columnist wrote:

Has anyone ever heard of money going directly to a
grantee without passing through some City Hall hands?
The money is to help finance job-training for dinner
city youths ..., but everyone knows about Chicago, and
jobs and job-training for inner city youths.*®

~
Nonetheless, Chicago's CETA staff is committed to federal purpose, sophis-
ticated about the barriers to its translation in Chicago, and ably direc-
ted. ' - -

Cook County resists summary description. The 754 square mile
prime sponsorship is a composite of 129 diversg cities and villages: over-
lays would show other sets of govermental units, bound together into, for
example, township high school districts. :

* In general, the demographic pattern of Chicago radiates to the

suburbs, where class lines .are often drawn by formal boundaries rather than -

expressways. The diversity of® the jurisdiction is sometimes a barrier
between CETA's intent and its target, The situation particularly plagues
the south and southwest areas, a patchwork' of extreme low income munic{i-
palities, occasional villages of great influence, and an assortment of
ethnic and blue collar communities.

The County's manpower apparatus--the President's Office of Man-
power=-1s part of the Bureau of Administration reporting to the Cook County
Board Ptesident. A central office handles planning and admnistration and
reviews summaries of the monitoring activities conducted by the three
regional offices, The outposts are maintained becauge of the County's
large size. -

The County's CETA services keep a low profile. Several expla-
nations hdave been offered: (1) ostrich-like residents ignore the presence
of poverty. for it tarnishes the affluent image they prefer; (2) the County
fs able to serve all applicants, so none is left to protest and attract
publicity; or (3) there are relatively few community manpower organizations
to serve as advocates for the population in need. .

Though the authors find no satisfactory reasons,;they note that
the County's subcontractors are distinguished from those in Rockford and
Chicago by their dissatisfaction with the CETA office. A major complaint
is directed at new CETA personnel who are said to hold rigidly to memorized
regulations and will not honor a tradition of negotiatirg, '

*"Charlie Cherokee,'" Chicago Defender, August 15, 1978, p. 15.
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1958 Magsachusetts Area Study by Paul Osterman

At

- ' The Massachusetts case study focuses on three prime sponsors:
\ Eastern Middlesex, Boston and Worceccer, . Boston is the largest of the
three primes with allocations of $1.2 million and $240,000 for YETP and
YCCIP, respectively, and slot levels of 1,130 and 62. The city, which
covers 49.4 square miles, has a population of 616,218, 76.8 percent of
which is white. Blacks make up the city's largest ginority group, although
\ ‘ in recent years there has been a substantial influx of Puerto Ricans.
\ s Although an unemployment rate for youth is not available, i is estimated
to be twice that of the city s overall unemployment rate of 8.5 percent.

~ Eastern Middlesex is a consortium of several towns and cities,
\ fncluding Cambridge, Somerville, Arlington, Belmont and Watertown. The
' prime sponsor allocates funds to each jurisdiction (subgrantee) which in
\ turn funds programs. Cooperation in program design and implementation
i occurs occasionally between the several jurisdictions, but it not manda-
' tory, and the towns and cities frequently go their own separate ways. The
‘ area, which covers 24,6 square miles, has a population of 296,649, 95.7
percent of which 1s white. It is estimated that approximately 7.7 percent
of the area's residents are below the poverty level. The ‘overall unem-
ployment rate for Eastern Middlesex 1is 7.3 percent; the corresponding

figure for youth is 18 percent. .

The Worcester prime is also a consortium, but is completely

y dominated by the city of Worcester, both numerically and in terms of pol-
. lcy. The prime spon or has a population of 306,610. The population is 98
. percent white, Approximately 8 percent of the area's residents are below
the poverty level and the area unemployment rate is about 5.8 pergent,

\

Michigan Area Study by Peter Kobrak

i

| The Michigan study includes five prime sponsor areas: the Lan-
sing TIri-County Reglonal Manpower Consortium, Kalamazoo County, Grand
Rapids, the Muskegon Consortium, and the City of Detrot.

The Lansing Tri-County Regional Manpower Consortium (LTCRMC)
consists of Lansing, the major city in the region and the state capitol,
and three predominantly rural counties. The Tri-County area is the mid-
Michigan manufacturing, trade, and distribution center, and {s dominated by
the auto industry and state government. As of the inception of YEDPA in
1977, 1its 3,462 minority group youths constituted 4.4 percent of the're-

. glon's 78,609 youth population between the ages of 15 and 21. A total of
25,327 persons %ithin the region were estimated to have family Incomgs of
less than the OMB poverty guidelines, or 70 percent of the lower living
{ncome standard, and 7,540 youths were living in families with incomes

» ' below the poverty line.

: : Kalamazoo County is a predominantly white collar, professional,
i and middle class community thanks to the presence of four educational

- institutions plus the headquarters and research and plant facilities of the
: multinational Upjohn Pharmaceutical Corporation., The City of Kalamazoo is

£
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a regiénal center for the southwestern Michigan area, wbiie the remainder
of the county beyond the metropolitan area is involved primarily in agri-~

culture. The ‘County 1s sypported. by a well-balanced industrial mix that

includes a neavy representation from the metals, auto, and paper indus-
tries. Of the 201,550 population within the prime sponsor jurisdictionm,
17,187 persons in 1977 were living below the poverty line; 3,492 youths are
inc¢luded within this figure. The overall unemployment rate for the County
is generally below that of Michigan generally and {t tends to be less
severe in {ts cyclical swings “than the rest of the state. Nevertheless,

its unemployment rate for youths between the ages of 16 and 19 wag 17.5.

percent before tapering off markedly fotr youths between the ages of 19 "and
21 to appruximately 6 percent. L.

The Grand Rapids Area Employment and Training Council (GRAETC)
encompasses an area of 3,014 square miles that includes Grand Rapids (the
sedond largest city in thv state), the balance of Kent County,  and three
largely rural counties. Of the 596,759 people within the Comsortium in
1979, 99,410 were between thé’ﬁéea of {4 and 21. The proportion of fam-
ilies with tucomes below the poverty level as of the 1970 census ranged
from 6.6 percent in Kent County to 10,1 percent in Montcalm County. In a
similar vein, unemplovment vanged from 4,7 percent in the balance of Kent
County tu 13,2 percent in Montcalm County. The largest number of manu-
facturing jobs ayre found within the fabricated metal industry in the metro-
politan arca, while retail trade jobs account for one-third of the private
non-goods producing sector, The proportion of unemployed youths in the 16
to 19 age group within the Consortium was a relatively low 9 percent in
1977. Of the 93,191 persons living below the poverty line, 17 percent were
in the 1+ to 21 year age proup.

The Muskegon Consortium (Muskegon and Oceana Counties) is™ grap-
pling with vouth unemployment rates which are among the worst in the state.
Adult unemplovment has remained at a c¢ritical level for several years and
Jthere are actually more anemp loyed than employed youths--to say nothing
about the disproportionate aumber who are not in the labor force, Of the
175,411 persons living within the Muskegon Consortium jurisdictiom, 7,540
are youths living {a families with incomes below the poverty line. Ap-
proximately one aur of cvery flve youths in the Muskegon aréa is in that
pred{camcnt.,’ Such problems have. been exacerbated periodically, because
Muskegon's blue collar workforce has found ftscif highly Yuinerable to the
cyclical nature of Michigan's economy,

The demographic LhdtﬁLteriﬂtiLq for the City of Detroit are too
well-known to bear repetition in the limited space available here. Suffice
ft to say that of the 1,511,482 persons in its population, 172,509 are
living below the poverty linme. The latter figure includes, 32,930 youths.
“he unemployment rate |is approximately 21 percent for youths between the
ages of "16 and 21 and, i{n the case of minority group youths, is over 30
percent for both males and females. The dreary. statistics depicting the
plight of Detroit are certainly accurate, but they somewhat distort the
considerable vitality found within the southeastern portion of the state,
The central city {is now surrounded by & string of highly_successful sat-
elliite cities and other ‘communities, The ascendancy of the auto industry
in the area as a whole {s symbolized by an electric sign on the mgin high-
way into the city that provideé a running total on the number of cars built
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in Detroit that year, . When times a;é good, the number on the sign changes
every few seconds, and represents ag awesome reminder of the economic clout

that the city maintains, - .

.

North Carolina Area Study by R, C. Smith

) N

The North Carolina case study covers four prime’ sponsors repre-
senting maximum-diversity. It includes the balante of state prime sponsor,
the state's largest city, Charlotte, a consortium consisting of. a smaller

“city and .two counties, and, finally,  the medium-sized county of Alanance.

Special mention qgsf b® made of a change in this alignﬁent. The
consortium of the City of Durham and the counties of Durham and Orange was
dissolved at the end of fiscal 1978, with the two cqunties being absorbed

into balance of state and Durham city emwerging as al prime sponsor in- Lli¢s~

own rigpt. This fact must be considered in any comparison of allocation,
program goalg, or other absolute measurements for the two fiscal years. In
every case, fiscal 1979 figures and information pertain to the Durham city
prime sponsorship alone. .ot

Circumstances of the dissolution of this consortium deserve brief

comment here. The mayor of Durham, a man of some influence in th@\gom—

munity, has been a severe and frequent critic of the Comprehensive ¥m-

ployment and Training Act nationally and in his city. He has at times

seemed to suzgest that the city withdraw from involvement with the Act. He
did in fact manage to dismantle the Durham-Orange consortiud to create what
he conceived would be a more effective CETA operation for Durham.

Not surprisingly, the atmosphere of official suspicion and in-
crimination has left 1its mark on program morale, if not on operations. It
would be fair to say that CETA in Durham is a "political football," with
the director of CETA operations a frequent object of the mayor's criticism.

The city has a population of 105,000 and an unemp loyment rate of
3.3 percent (in contrast to the consortium's population of 200,000 and
anemp loyment rate of 2.9 percent). Its youth unemp loyment rate is 10.3
purcent compared with the consortium's rate of 11,3 percent. The reduction
in size from consortium to the City of Durham has been accompanied by a
corresponding decrease {in ‘total CETA allocations. The City of Durham has
$2.6 million for fiscal 1979, only 54 percent of the fiscal 1978 consortium
funding. of $4.7 milliom.

Forty miles to the west of Durham lies Alamance County, 434
square miles and a.largely agricultural-rural area whose major city is
Burlington. Alﬁmance County has a population of 101,000, of which 18,399
(18,1 percent) are minorities. Its unemployment rate is 5.1 percent, with
a youth urdemployment rate of about 14.7 percent, Whereas Durham remains a
"tobacce" city, Alamance County's economy is securely bound up with the
textile industry--textiles, trade and services coprise 61 percenmt of all
employment there.:
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. One hundred and fifty miles southwest, near the South Carolina

border, is the City of Charlotte--the largest city in the Carolinas with a

population of over 300,000, Charlotte covers 72 square miles and is the

heart of a l2-county area called Metrolina, which is one of the major
{ndustrial regions in the ‘Southeast. The city itself is a major commer-
cial, transport.tion, and distribution center. Its unemployment rate has
been dropping steadily since the recession of 1976 and is projected at 3.7
percent for fiscal 1979. '

Charlotte's youth population (ages 14-21) is 40,414, of whom
14,798 (37 percent) are blacks or other minorities. Of these youth, the
total number estimated in poverty (by OMB guidelines) is 4,421, of whom
3,183 (72 percent) are blacks or other minorities. '

The balance of state operation in North Carolina administers 88
of the state's 100 counties, mainly the rural ones. In a state with a
population of 5,469,000, a total of 3,329,353 live in the balance of state
area. While unemployment is estimated at 5.8 percent in the state, it is
6.1 percent in the counties covered by the balance of state. Funding for
CETA programs in the balance of state is $120 million.

These figures do not begin to suggest the magnitude and diffi~-
culties of a balance of state operation which attempts to monitor program
operations in 88 counties with a central staff of seven. Despite apparent
interest on the part of the governor of North Carolina, the balance of
state prime sponsorship suffers from a remoteness between its funding
source and its program operations. which--if nothing else--mikes it ex-
tremely Jdifficult to get much of a feeling of how well programs are running
{n 4 study such as this one.

Dhio Ared Studv bv Randall B. Ripley

‘ Ohio's prime sponsors include Greene County, the City of Colum-
bus/Franklin County Cousortium, and Clark County.

Clark Countv's population is just about evenly split between that
of the City of springfleld (80,000) and the remainder of the county, made
up primarlly of small towns uand rural areas. The principal industries,
primarily locpted in $pringfield, i{nclude: transportation equipment,
non-electrical machinery, electrical machinery, fabricated netals, and
primary metals. There is also considerable agriculture {n the county,
especially cattle and hogs. —

In 1970, seven percent of the county's families were below the
poverty level and four percent were on welfare, Per-capita income in 1972
was just over $3,600. The civilian iabor force in Necember 1978 was almost
71,000. Average monthly unemployment in 1978 was 5.3 percent, just below
the Ohin avcrage of 5.4 percent. Prime sponsor staff estimate that the
youth unemployment rate is more than three times that of the overall rate,
or 16 percent or more.
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CETA in general seems to be well accepted in the community, even
though {t is traditionally a conservative area. ‘A scandal that broke about
three years ago in which a minor CETA employze was convicted of embezzling
in order to play the ponies seems to havé been forgotten. In general, the
local media give limited, but favorable coverage to CETA,

Close to two-thirds of the popplation of:Frank}in County live in
the City of Columbus (with a population of about 1550,000). Most of the
remainder reside ir suburbs; only 14 percent live in the county's unincor-
porated areas, There 1s notable diversification of employment in the
county; no single industry or employer dominates., As a result, there is a
good mix of jobs and employer types, although white collar work in finance,
education, and government, and jobs in light iIindustry are the most nu-
merous. Unemployment has been traditionally low relative to state and U.S.
averages. In 1978, the average monthly unemployment rate.was 4.7 percent.
The civilian labor force in December 1978, was just short of 435,000,
Pergpapita income in 1972 was close to $4,000 and, in 1370, seven percent
of fhe cuinty's families were below the poverty level and five purcent on
welfare,

The health of the locil economy needs to he stressed. The prime
sponsorship was not faced with crippling unemployment rates, factory re-
locations, or similar problems. Indeed, the reverse was true; in the 1970s
the county was a growth area~~its popoulation increased, tne percent of
famil{es in poverty decreased, and in December 1978, the conaty's unem-

/,

ploymeat rate declined to 4 percent. The unemployment rate for all youth
was .5 percent; the corresponding figure for black yoath was 12.9 percent,

The prime sponsorship {s a consortium of the City of Columbus and
Franklin ¢County (CFC). The county has no active role--it delegates all

responsibility to the c¢ity.  The Department of Community Services (NCS)
Nircector is the Director of CETA as well as all other clty social services
programs,. The DCS CETA staff are responsible [or both administration and

program operation,

The morale of DCS CETA staff 1s incredibly low, primarily because

of veirs of poor communication and limited delegation of decisionmaking

authority from the Director's office to other staff units, Other staff
problems include poor co municatfon among staff units, low trust among
staft, poor coonrdination among staff units responsible for shared program
operation or administration, lack of leadershlp from the Director's office,
and  lack of forward planning and thinkiwg., Operations and administration
are typicaily dominated by dealing with daily crises.

CETA s reasonably well treated locally in terms'yf press cov-

erage, proportion of PSE slots in city and county goverament emplovment,
and proportion of CETA dollars among all local budgevs. The CFC program
has 4 reputatlon for being "clean” and it manages to stuay clear of visible
controversy (partlally by avolding change). L

About a quarter of the Greene County population liées in Fairborn
and another fifth lives in Xenia. These two towns ha.e populations in the

25,000-35,000 range; most of the rest of the population lives in unincor-

porated rural or semi-rural areas. Over 45 percent of the werkforce com~
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mutes to other counties for jobs. The major local employer is an air base.
There is some light manufacturing and considerable agriculture, especially
hogs.

Five percent of the families in the county were below the poverty
level in 1970 and only one percent was on welfare. Per-capita income in
1972 was just over $4,000. The civilian labor force in December 1978,
numbered almost 61,000. The average monthly unemployment rate in 1978 was
4.6 percent.

" Prime sponsor staff estimate that about 1 percent of the popu-

lation is Hispanic, 8,500 people are CETA-eligible, and youth unemployment
is running about double adult unemployment at 8 percent.

Oregon-Washington Area Study by Bonnie Snedeker

Four prime sponsors were selected for the Oregon-Washington case
study: Oregon Balance of State, Lane County, Oregon; the City of Portland,
Oregon; and Kitsap County, Washington.

Oregon Balance of State is comprised of 27 counties, grouped into
11 administrative districts, with a land area of about 86,500 miles.
Population is estimated at 739,000, with the largest city, Corvallis,
registering a pdpulation of overx 25,000. The relatively sparse Balance of
Oregon population is largely white. The largest minority group, Hispanics,
accounts for less than 1.2 percent of the total labor force. Less than 0.5
percent of the labor force is black, and other minorities-~mainly Indians
and Orientals--comprise about 1.3 percent of the labor force. Approxi-
mately 3 percent of the adult population's income level is below OMB pov-
erty guldelines, and about one out of every 10 Balance of Oregon families
is thought to be living below the poverty level. Unemployment has been de-
creasing oyer the past three years; the unemployment rate for fiscal 1978
was estimated to be 9.1 percent in the Balance of State. Unemployment is
not computed separately for youth; but {f past trends hold true, over 9,000
youths (under .12) are probably unemployed in the prime eponsor area.

Oregon's economic trends have tended to follow U.S. patterns.
wWhile still chiefly 4 rural producer of primary economic commodities (on
which other wealth producing and consumer activities depend), BOS Oregon is
becoming 4 mote population dependent economic area. Since Oregon's eco-
nomic outlook is closely tied to nationally {nfluenced variables, such as
federal energy policy and demand 1in the housing industry, as ell as to
natural variables like weather, it is difticult to make accurate indus-~
trial/occupational projectiogs. Fxpansion of the lumber industfy and
tourist related activities during the past three years has had a favorable
impact on the economy. 4 ‘

The administration of BOS CETA programs is the responsibility of
the Manpower Planning Division of the State Executive Department, but major
program planning and management functions have been decentralized through
direct contracts to consortia of county governments or other agencies
capable of delivering full CETA services to local geograph! * areas. CETA
funds are allocated to 11 BOS subgrantees on a FE?;ula basis.
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Lane County, located in central Oregon, covers a diversified
geographic area, including 11 {incorporated cities and a number of unin-
corporated suburban and rural areas. ‘Lane County has approximately 250,000
residents, who comprise about 10 percent of Oregon's population. The

majority of the County's largely white population is concentrated in the

Euggne—Springfield metropolitan area. Rapid local growth rates and an
urban/rural population mix make the planning of employment related services
a challenge for the Lane County prime sponsor.

Lane County's growing population tends to be yobung. Over half
the growth rate during the past ten years 1s attributable to new immigra-
tfon, and these immigrants tend to be between the ages of 18 and Z4. The
{fnflux is due, in part, to the presence of the University of Oregon and
Lane Community College. Youth make up a estimated 17 percept of the pop-
alation. About 16 percent of Lane County youths (14 to 21 years), or just
over 5,000, are thought to be living in households with incomes below the
poverty level. Over half these young people are not living with their
families. t

Unemployment in Lane County has historically risen with increases
in the labor force. Lane County's economy has been unable to generate
cnough  jobs for its population. This is largely due to the area's rapid
population growth, particularly in the early and peak employmeat age
groups, and a high degree of dependence on one industry~-lumber and wood
products. Unemployment statistics are not available by age, but youth
unemplovment is clearly higher than overall unemployment.

Lane County was one of the first local jurisdicrions to e¢stablish
1 comprehensive social services agency. CETA youth services were admin-~
{stered under this umbrella agency and were delivered separately from adult
CETA services. Lane County evolved a social service oriented program model
tha: focused on a high risk/out-of~schoul population. During fiscal 1978,
Lane . County reorganized its employment and training svstems. Title I1I
vouth programs were consolidated organizationally with Tit]e I under 4 new
emp lovment and training department., :

Portland, ()regun'w’flarges_t city, is located at the conflucnce of
the Williamette and Columbia Rivers.. The City of Portland is the major
center of employment within a four-county SMSA. Most of the city slies
within Multnomah County, but small portions of ft extend inty both llacka-
mas and Washington Counties. Portland has a population of 335,000 and the
largest concentration of minoritieg in Oregon, 0f a Jabor force of over
200,800, about 10,000 are black, 3,000 Hispaﬁ?é, and 4,200 other minori-~
ties. The number of youth (14 to 21 years) estimated to be living in
households with incomes below B8p parcent of the lower Mving standard is
6,940. Nearly one-third of this population is Comprised/f non~-white
¥outit. .

Fmployment data relevant to the City of Portland are compired on
a regular and frequent basis omnly for the broader SMSA. The fischl 1977
unemployment rate was 9 -percent; non-white unemp loyment was highvrx?t about
13 percent. The current economic outlook for Portland Is gene ally fa-
vorahle. Based upons available: job market projections, the fo}lowing oc-
cupations were thought to provide the greatest opportunity for youth em-
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ployment: (1) assembly, (2) medical careers, (3) clerical, (4) focd serv-
ice, and (5) retail sales/marketing.

In the years just prior to YEDPA enactment, Portland managed to
develop and operate an effective -and innovative youth program system.
Uncer the City Human Resources Bureau, the Youth Services Division estab-
lished a network of youth career training centers. These city operated
centers provided comprehensive employment and training services for out~
of ~school youth--with a strong emphasis on career planning and vocational
training. Central youth staff worked with a variety of educational agen-
cies and other institutions to develop specialized career-training proj=-
ects. The city also maintained linkages with Portland Public Schools to

‘provide part-time work experience for bhigh school students. While the

youth system has continued to operate during the first two years of YEDPA,
Its momentum and capacity have been somewhat eroded "during a peniod of
managerial neglect subsequent tv reorganization. Administrative responsi-
bility for adult and youth CETA services was consolidated under a new
employment and training divisifon in fiscal 1978. City priorities are
heavily focused on economic development linked goals, and the previously
established youth system has received little management support since
rTeorganization. ‘

Located in the Puget Sound regfoﬁ of Western Washington, Kitsap
County 1s surrounded on three sides by salt water with a resulting 232
miles of shore line. Land access to the County 1is from the Soush, via
Mason ond’ Pierce Counties. Access from the Seattle SMSA is by water via
the Washington State Ferries., This geographic semi~isolation results in
Kitsap County's socloeconomic system being somewhat indepcndéht from the
rest of the Puget Sound region. This independence 1is further supported by
the heavy federal government employment, which constitutes the .largest
cconemic sector, -

An estimated 116,000 people reside 1in Kitsap County and the
population s growing rapldly. Bremerton 1is by far the largest incorpo-
rated city with a population of about 37,100, or 32 percent of the County's
total. Approxifnately 44 percent of the County's labor demand and 57 per-
cent of the major employers are located In or around the City of Bremerton,:
The much smaller cities of Port Orchard, Poulsbo, and Winslow (on Bain-
bridye Island) colleltively account for about seven percent of the popu-
lation and 19 percent of the major employers. Suburban and rural unincor-
porafed’ areds account for 49 percent of the population and 24 percent of
the major employers,

Kitsap's immediate economic outlook is good. [Its fiscal 1978
unemp loyment rate of 6.5 percent was the lowest among the areas studied in
the Northwest. Youth unemployment, however, was about 20 percent in fiscal
1978. An estimated 1,563 youths (16 to 21 yzars) are unemployed in Kitsap
County. Kitsap's youth population is over 95 percent white, but non-whites
are overrepresented in the unemployed and economically disadvantaged popu-
lation. An estimated 1,901 youths (14 to 21 years) reside in households
with incomes below the poverty level. The number of vouths in households
with incomes below 85 percent of the lower living standard is estimated to

‘be 2,473. , ~ -
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Texas-New Mexico Area Study by Vernon M. Briggs, Jr.

The case study for the Southwestern region of the country ex-
amines experience in the City of Albuquerque and the encompassing County of
Bernalillo, New Mexico; the Coastal Bend Area Manpower Consortium, Texas
(administered by the City of Corpus Christi, Texas plus 12 additional
counties most of which are very rural in character); and the City and
County of El Paso, Texas. Although widely separated in their geographic
location and significantly diverse in their industrial composition, the
three prime sponsor areas share several key common characteristics. All
have large minority group populations (mostly Hispanic); have large youth
populations; are characterized generally as low wage labor markets; are
largely ‘non-union areas; and have serious poverty and unemp loyment prob-
lems. As wages are low and employment opportunities are limited for adult
workers, adults and youths are in more direct competition in the local
labor markets than is generally the case elsewhere in the nation. It {is
true, hewever, that the aggregate unemployment rate declined in all three
labor markets during the first year of YEDPA's operation. Only in El Paso
did the aggregate unemployment rate remain substantially higher than the
national rate.

In each locality, there is one city that numerically dominates
the service area. The City of Albuquerque accounts for approximately 77
percent of the population of Bermnalillo County; the City of Corpus Christi
accounts for approximately 85 percent of Nueces County; and 48 percent of
the twelve county consortium; and the City of El Paso accounts for 94
percent of El Paso County. ,

The Albuquerque labor market 1s dominated by the "government
sector.  Approximately 28 percent of the labor market is employed by var-~
fous guovernment agencies. Most government employecs are lederal--asso-
clated with varfous military installations and missle testing facilitics as
well as the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Federal Aviation Agency. In
addition, the University of New Mexico is located in the city. The private
sector is composed largely of service industries with the manufactiring and
construction Industries being too small in numbers and small in operational

size. .
/

The Coastal Bend area of Texas contains one major city, Corpus

" Christi plus an additional twelve counties. Aside from Nueces County,

which contains the City of Corpus Christi, the remaining counties are quite
small in-population (e.g., five had a population of fewer than 10,000
people in 1973). Five counties have lost population since” 1970. The
remainder have shown slight population increases due essentially to natural
growth factors. The population of the area is increasing, but at a much
lower rate than is that of the State of Texas. The local economy is ggared
heavily toward retall and wholesale industries (partly reflective of the
fact that the City of Corpus Christi is a major seaport on the Gulf of
Mexico). The trade sectors combine to account for 34 percent of all em-
ployment in the whole area, Personal services account for an additional 19
percent of employment. It is these low wage and labor intensive sectors
that are sustaining the greatest employment growth and, based on the pro-
jected growth of tourism, will expand most rapidly in the future. Manu~-
facturing, although é;xccounting for 12 percent of total employment, is
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su'stantial ooly in Nueces County. Manufacturing is dominated by chemical
and petroleum products. These enterprises tend to be highly capitalized
operations which do not hold much prospect for employment expansionm.

The El Paso labor market is heavily influenced by its location
directly on the U.S.-Mexico border. Due to this factor, it is not sur-
prising that the retail and wholesale trade sectors would dominate the
local labor market. They account for approximately 23 percent of total
employment. Manufacturing comprises a large part of the local economy
(about 18 petcent of total employment) but this aggregate figure masks the
fact that the low wage textile industry accounts for half of all jobs in
manufacturing. The government sector, as is the case all along the border,
is a substantial provider of, jobs with over 20 percent of all employed
persons in this sector. Although the population of the city and county are
among the most rapidly growing in the State of Texas, the local labor
market has not been able to provide a commensurate number of jobs. The
local labor market is in a state of considerable surplus. The preserce of
a substantial number of daily commuting workers and illegal aliens from
Mexico in the workforce contributes immensely to the prevailing low wage
structure and the shortage of jobs.

Thus, for different reasons, all three areas under study tend to
be characterized as low wage labor markets. All are sustaining some meas-
ure of growth but all have serious employment and income problems. Each
also has a population which has a very high proportion of mbinprity group
members and a high proportion of people (both adults and youths) in need of
manpewer services.

14 d

In addition tu regular CETA programs, both Albuquerque and Coast-
al Bend have Skilly Training Imprevement Programs (STIP) and the Coastal
Bend was the recip{gnt of a substantial planning grant for the Employment
Opportunity Program (i.e., a welfire reform demonstration program) that
could provide an additional 3,200 public service employment jobs.

In each of the communities, the prime sponsors and CETA are
highly visible, In Albuquerque, the present mayor is a former prime spon-
Bor director. Due to high poverty levels more attention is given to CETA
in these communities than {s normally the case by both the media and local
politicians. The actions of all three prime sponsors tend to be highly

visible in thelr local areas. ,
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